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SENATE.
Moxvpay, ¥ay 24, 1909.

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a, m.

Prayer by Rev. Ulysses G, B. Pierce, of the city of Washington,

The VICE-PRESIDENT resumed the chair.

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday last was réad and
approved.

PETITIONS AND MEMORTALS.

Alr. PERKINS presented petitions of sundry citizens of San
Frauelgeo, Oakland, Bay Point, Isleton, Collinsville, Vallejo,
Los Angeles, Concord, and Martinez, all in the Stute of Califor-
nia, praying for the removal of the duty on hidés, which were
ordered to lie on the table.

Ie also preseuted a petition of the Chamber of Commerce of
Oakland, Cal., praying that an appropriation be made to enlarge
the federal building in that city, which was referred to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

He also presented a memorial of sundry farmers’ unions, pa-
per mills, spgar factories, grape and fruit growers, and wool
growers, all in the State of Californin, relative to the duty on
sulphnur in its ernde and refined state, ete.,, which was ordered
to lic on the fable.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE presented petitions of sundry ecitizens of
Irouton, Algoma, Racine, Milwaukee, Viroqua, Hau Claire, Ban-
gor, Mindoro, Dodgeville, Walwortl, Broce, Rice Lake, De For-
rest, Waterford, New London, Baraboo, Elk Mound, Bristol,
Strom, Mattoon, Rosendale, Portage, Barron, Chippewa Falls,
Watertown, Green Bay, Tomabawk, Sparta, Alma Center, Ran-
dolph, Reedsville, Oconto, Adell, Washburn, Ashland, Almena,
Gladden, Hillsboro, Richland Center, Marinette, Port Washing-
ton, Aonroe, Riinlander, Beaver Dam, Warrens, Plymouth, and
CGascade, all in the State of Wisconsin, praying for the removal
of the duty on hiiles, which were ordered to lie on the table,

Mr, HEYBURN presented petitions of sundry citizens of
Whitney and Franklin, in the State of Idaho, praying that no
chiunge be made in the present duty on all grades of sugar, which
were ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. IIOOT presented petitions of Orwell Grange, No. 66,
Patrons of IHusbandry, of Orwell; of sundry citizens of Perch
River, Three Mile Bay, Orwell, Denmark, Brooklyn, Oxford,
Hnstings upon Hudson, Waddington, Gazenovia, Tully, Onondaga,
New York Clty, Newark, Pine Isgland, Amity, Pond Eddy, Buf-
falo, Rochester, Sodus Point, Limerlck, Clayton, Ardonia, Clin-
tondale, and Ballston Spa, all in the Siate of New York,
praying for a reduction of the duty on raw and reflned sugars,
wlhich were ordered to lle on the table,

e nlso presented a mwemorial of Orwell Grange, No. 66,
Patrons of HMHusbandry, of Orwell, N. Y., remonstrating against
any Inerease being made In the duty on imported gloves, which
was ordered to le on the tuble,

He also presented a memorial of Local Unjon No. 62, Cigar
Makers' International Union, of Elmira, N, Y., remonstrating
agninst the free importation of cigars from the Philippine
Isinnds, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He algo presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Syra-
cnse, N, Y., remonstrating against the imposition of an import
duty on teas in bulk, which was ordered to le on the table.

He algo presented a petition of sundry citizens of New York,
praying for the passage of the so-called * parcels-post™ bill,
Ehic-h was referred to the Committee on Post-Otlices and Post-

onds.

He nlso presented a petition of the Chamber of Cominerce
of Bufllalo, N. ¥;, praying for the appointment of a permanent
tarilf commission, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of the DBoard of Trade of
Scherectady, N. X., praylng for the impoesition of a low rate of
duty on svgar Imported into the United States, which was
ordered to le on the table.

He also presented a petition of the New York Siate League
of Cooperative Savings and Loan Assoclations, praying for the
reduction of the duty on materials entering into the construc-
tion of dwelling houses, which was ordered to lie on the table,

He also presented a petition of Typographical Union No. 140,
of Saratoga Springs, N. Y., praying for a relluction of the
duty on print paper and wood pulp, which was ordered to lle
on the table.

Alr. SMOOT presented petitions of sundry bankers of Ogden;
of sundry beet growers of Lewiston; of sundry merchants of
Ogden; of sundry farmers of Warren, Kanesville, West Weber,
Hooper, Richmond, Cove, Slaterville, Marriott, Ogden, Wilson,
and Farr West, and of sundry citizens of Wampa, all in the
State of Utah; and of sundry farmers of Teton, Rexberg, and
Blackfoot, in the State of Idalio, praying for the retention of
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the present rate of duty on all grades of sugar, which were
ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. LODGE presented a petition of sundry eitizens of Boston
and Cambridge, in the State of Massachusetis, praying for a re-
duction of the duty on wheat, which was ordered to lie on the
table.

Mr., NELSON presented sundry papers to accompany fhe bill
(8. 2322) granting an increase of pension to Carrie Engberg,
which were referred to the Committee on Pensions.

Mr, DU PONT presented petitions of sundry citizens of
Smyrna, Del,, praying for the reduction of the duty on raw
and refined sugars, which were ordered to lie on the fable.

Mr. HAYNER presented a memorial of Typographical Union
No. 12, of Baltimore, Md., remonstrating against the Imposition
of any duty on news print paper and wood pulp.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. DOLLIVER :

A bill (8. 2460) granting a pension to Harrison 1I. Vaughn;
and

A bill (8. 2461) granting a pension to Benjamin C. Sparks;
to the Committee on Iensions.

By Mr. HEYBURN :

A bill (8. 2462) granting an incrense of pension to William
G. Lewis (with the accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 2463) granting an increase of pension to David C.
Nigh (with the accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensglons.

By Mr. MONEY:

A bill (8. 2464) relating to elaims before the Court of Claims
and the testimony before same; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. McENERY :

A bill (8. 2465) for the benefit of the Citizens’ Bank of
Loulsiann ;

A bill (8., 2466) for the relief of the Louisiana State Bank;
and

A bill (8, 2467) for the benefit of the Citizens’ Dank of Louisi-
ana; to the Committee on Claims, .

AMERDMENT TO THOE TAEIFF BILL.

Mr. DICK submitted an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill (H. R, 1438) to provide revenue, equalize
dunties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purpeses, which was ordered to lie on the table and
be printed.

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC EXPENDITURES.

Ar, ALDRICH. I offer n resolution, which I ask may be read
and referred to the Committee to Audit and Confrol the Contin-
gent Expenses of the Senate.

The resolution (8, Res. O0) was read, as follows:

Senate resolution 50,

Resolved, That the Committes on Public Expenditures be, and they are
hereby, anthorized and directed, by subcommittee or otherwise, to make
investigations as to the amount of the annual revenues of the Govern-
ment and as to the expenditures and business methods of the several
departments, divisions, and branches of the Government, and to report
to the Henate from time to time the result of such Investigations and
their recommendations ns to the relation between expenditures and rev-
enued and possible Improvements in Government methods; and for this
purpose they are authorized to sit, by subcommittee or otherwise, doring
the rocesses or sexsions of the Senate, at such times and places as they
may deem advisable, to send for persons and papers, to administer oaths,
and to employ such stenographic, clerieal, expert, and other assistance
o8 may e necessary, the expense of such Investigation to be paid from
the contingent fund of the Senate.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The resolution is in the vsunl form ex-
cept in one particular. It says that they may sit * by subcom-
mittee or otherwise.” That is not usual.

Mr. ALDRICH. It is usoal,

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Not the words * or otherwize,”
you mean by “otherwise?"” The full committee?

Mr. ALDRICEH., The full committee. It follows exactly the
usual language,

Mr. BEVERIDGH. We are all familinr with thig kind of a
resolution. Let it go to the committee, and it can be looked into.

Mr. ALDRICH. It goes to the committee,

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The resolution will be referred to
the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of
the Senate.

What do

THE TARIFF.
The VICE-PRESIDENT., The morning business is closed
and the Calendar is in order,
The Senate, as In Commitiee of the Whole, resmned the con-
sideration of the bill (H. I 1438) to provide revenue, equalize
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duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes,

Alr. OWEN. AMr, President, I have in my hands a very re-
markable statement relative to the frauds perpetrated on the
people of the United States by the so-called *“ sngar trust.” This
account points out one of the most evil and insidions econse-
quences of the building up in this country of these gigantic
organizations under protection from competition by this so-called
“tfariff,” which has Jed to poisoning the fountain of informa-
tion to the people of the United States, and which has led to the
evil consequences by which even a fraond of this magnltude,
where millions of dollars have been stolen from the people of
the United States, is not mentioned by the leading papers of the
city of New York, but, on the contrary, full-page advertisements
of the Ameriean Sugnr Refining Company appear In lieu of tle
:;ruth which ought o be made known to the people of the United

tates.

1 desire to hnve this stntement read by the Secretary.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary
will read as regquested.

The Secretary read as follows:

UFHE CHASE OF THE SUGAR SMUGGLERS—STORY OF THE STUPEXDOUS crS-
TOMS FRAUDE 1N NEW YORK—HOW THE SYSTEM WAS BUILT UP—HOW
IT WAS DETECTED—SUGAR SCALES REGULARLY “ FIXED "—SCmEME 08T
DISCOVERED THH SEVENTH EMPLOYED TO0 CHEAT THE GOVERNAMENT OF
ITS BEVENUES—IRUST HAS REPAID MORE THAN TWD MILLIONS,

[The Washington Times, Sunday, May 28, 1009.— Allen D.

Albert, jr.] By

The United States Government bas arraigned the American Sugar Ro-
fining Company as a smuggler. 'The American Bugar Refining Com-
pany has confessed its inabllity to clear itself. Wherefore, yesterday
morning, the United States Government accepted from the concern the
return of $2,130,486,32 as booty, and seven men stood before the bar
of the Natlon's court to answer, In the stead of an lmpersonal corpora-
tion, the charge of crime.

In all the varicolored story of trading on the sens there has been no
smuggling like this. In all the transformation of business from a mat-
ter of barter hand to hand to a matter of an organization that in this
instance scemed in power to rival the Government Itself there has been
no suit at law and no response to punishment llke this. 1n all the Cog-
wheeling of men, whether among that people whielh In bondage under
the Pharaohs was set to making bricks withont straw or among them
whose sweat bought the luxury of the Louls, there can have been no
sm}y more tragic t!ml‘l1 t:;at l?lr sl: lnt ttliﬁsc seven.

They wrre men so Insignificant in roster of the t co
they served that they did not even have names upon ltnal‘:f:ﬁkn. It:[:}:nxt-l{{
snouded, as do convicts, to numbera, Theg are men who have Imperiled
future liberty, the name given to wife and son, and daughter, for 85 a
week, They are men who did not share otherwlse In a single dollar of
the millions which were go nd. by the judgment of a Jury, going
unlawfully—into the coffers of thelr employers. Yot these men are
also men, by the judgment of this same juory, who were making of every
day for six years an ingenlous living, pértinacions, shadowed lie.

TRUB BTORY OF TITE SMUGGLING CASES,

The signboards of the remarkable story which underlle this smug-
gling are these :

Jost north of the Willinmshurdg bridge on the Brooklyn shore of the
FEast River is the Havemeyer and Eldcr refinery of the Ameriean Sugar
Rtefining Company. Here smuggling has occurred, according to the eyi-
dence and the finding of a jory, from December 1, 1901, to November
20, 1007. There is further evidence thai similar frauds at these docks
rench back beyond 1800,

The particular device in use when the discoveries were made and the
agonts of the refining company wers nrrested lnst November consisted of
n corset steel set into the post of a platform scale. Dot thls was only
the intest of seven speh devices introduced, detected, forbidden, but not
punished, and disearded in turn for some more ingenlous contrivance
working the same result.

COMPANY FIRST SUED IN TEST CASE.

The company was sued for $134,000 as o test case. It has chosen,
without formality of appeal, not only to pay that sum, but to pay
also the aggregute of the Government's clalms in other cases not
even bronght to trinl—a total of more than £2,000,000. Had the Goy-
crnment sued for the forfeiture of all the sugar, any part of which was
underweighed, and was under the law subject to selzure, the total in-
volved in these netions must have exceeded $653,000,000. Not even
counscl for the defendant company has suggested any means by which
u single cent of the duties withheld could go to the workmen whose
false weighing was the means of the fraod.

CASES DATH BACK TO 1004 AND WHITE HOUSE.

The inguiry into the practices at these decks and the suspiclon that
fraud was practiced there date back to 1004 and the White House in
Washington, When this fnquniry rvesulted in the arvests on the docks
three years lnler and the news was carrled to the president of the com-
pany, H, O, Havemeyer, thal great finencler was selzed with an attack
of heart tfrouble, sank rapidly, and in ten days died. The trial of the
civil action for the recovery of the cnstoms dues began Februnry & last
and ended an even month later in the award of every cent l.']f.li’lllt‘,‘{! by
the Government. Yel, up to this time, only three partial statements
of the cases have uil}l(‘ﬂrl‘d. most of the newspapers in the elty of the
trial have pulillshed less about it than about single misdemeanors of
enly the mlllde_qt Interest, and no single adeguate stndy of the situation
Lias even been attempted.

SMUGGLING OF AN OLDER DAY.

The smuggling of an older day was a brave lawlessness. Light craft
with raking mnrsts salled down the very path of storms to land the
master's stores in hidden coves, Hand on_ pistol stock, knife in lelt,
roaring songs in the open wnter and muflled oars offshore, lanterns
darkened with broad felt bats, caves hea high with West Indian
rum, the rarest weaves of Cashmere and Cathay, the ivory of Africa,
and the gold of Spain—these were the old mounting of the smuggler,
the old setting of hig little play at life. And he himself was the very
A8 he was fearless, as he fought hand to

fulfillment of Indlvidunlity,

hand with Her British Majesty's sallors, as by recklessness or impudencae
or dare-deviltry he slipped i and out the coast guard, he succeeded.
Read of him where you will, in Seott or Stevenson, in Tennyson or
Kipling, moralize ns you may on hls crime, there still will come the
thrill of adventure as you visnalize great galleon and little sloop, the
dingy courtroom and moonlighted water.

OLD PIRATE SBETTIXG NOT IN THIS.

But the warm color Is gone out of the later picture,
brave lawlessness, no fulfillment of indlvidualir{.
and laughter. Here 18 no life In the open alr, with
and the heart pounding before a fight. See what is here.

The Havemeyer and Elder refineries overtop all Willinmsburg, Only
the new bridge towers above these ugly plles of blackened brick., In
the up?er floors, floors that look down on the masts of Ameriean
ships of the line in the navy docks to the south, are processes so wval-
ndable and so secret they have not even been patented, Murky smoke
hangs about the black windows. ©Out in the river shuttles the ccasclessg
line of tugs, ferrles, freighters, tramps, and passenger craft. Fvery
Integer in the pleture tels of its presence with noise. The boats toot
incessantly, ¢ reflnery whirs, Down on the docks, dirty and gray
as the view higher in the alr, sounds the rattle of ratchet and chain,
the puff pull of the donkey engine, the rol and guick jangle of the
trucks as they drop on the fron platform of the scales, the grunted
patols of workmen of a score of racial types, none of them American.

SIITS FROM ALL THE NATIONS.

In the slips are ahil‘m from every country where sugar grows. They
are not schoomers. They are stecl freighters with foreign and ged-
grngh!cal names like Strathyre and Chehwahua, painted white and
with utility stamped everywhere. Bome come from Chile, some from
Eg‘{% some from the l'hillvnines. some from 1’eru, some from Java.

i is is 1he Iargest institution of Its sort in the world," says coun-
sel for the company. * The amount of sugar that is melted at that
refinery In one year ranges Trom 1,080,000,000 pounds to 1,200,000,000

. It must draw on all the world for its supplies, and it does,

The docks are several blocks long. They are not so long, hnwrxﬂ-r:
that they are not kept plled high with fat bags of sugar. * Puff puff,’
goes the donkey engine on the ship. ** Dump,” fall the b of snesar
from the rope loop. ** Rattle,” go the trucks along the planks. * Clink
clink,” go the seales, Round and round the cirele of Poles and Slovaks,
trucks, and sugar winds and winds,

All day long it keeps up. All day long the men swent and swear, All
day long the scales are welghing 100 truck loads an hour. All day long
the sugar is being dum in plles, with here and there the hirown
conrse stufl ooxlmi ont of o hole and belng immediately swept, with the
dlrt of the ficor, Into security from the slightest possible waste. And
all day long over the whole landseape, upstairs and down, astream and
ashore, hungs a smell like cooking moliasses, Eyes, ears, and nose are
all challenged and all perforce confess the domination of the view by
this empire of buslness,

BCALES TO BIIOW WHAT GOVERNMENT GETS,

Seventeen slips make up the docks. They stand uwn{
bulldings like teeth to a comb. At the base of each slip la a welghing
house. There Is seemingly nothing extraordinary about it. Anyone who
Las ever seen a ton of coal welghed will know how the scales look and
will understand the process from platform to welgher's pad. But these
balances have a particular use. Each one of the 17 has been pro-
vided by the American Spgar Hefining Company, that the Government
may know the nmount of sugar imported at these docks, and so with-
draw from funds deposited by the company with the collector of the
port the amount of lmport duty to be charged. That is the :mlﬁ' use of
these scales. But near by are others of a very different t_}'}];e. They are
old-fashioned open-air steelyards and they are in the hands of men em-
ployed hy the sugar wers to determine the quantity of that prodoct
when It has reach the refinery. These steelyards are operated by
contractors who are pald by the grower of the sugar and—though they
have no official status whatever—are called * eity welghers."”

The case of the 17 holes is the case of these 17 little secale houses.
In each scale house §s o Uttle hole, And it Is the use to which that
hole was lput which withbeld from the collector of the port the $200,000

d.

now Tepi

Here is no
Here I8 no singing
the lungs filling decp

from the maln

HOW THE FRAUDS WERE BROUGHT ABOUT. -
At one end of the seat in the scale bouse, the end nearer the door,
gits the government weigher. His business Is to determine how much
sugar is in each truck load. Ie has exclusive control aver the scale,
But with him, at the end farther from the door, was allowed to sit a
checker for the company. 18 business was to note the welght of each
load, enter it on a pad, and then mm]lmm the totals of his page with
{.{:‘eitotm of the government page. That was at lesst supposedly his
siness,

The Amerienn Sugar Refining Company mainfained 13 such checkers
on the docks, Seven of them were suliject to {rregulnr assignment. But
for ten years the other 6 have never Iacked for work., If only 6 scalea
were to e nsed, these 6 checkors were assigned. 1f 6 senles were to
be used the day throvgh and others only part of the dn{. these ( were
et at the former lenches. Thelr names are Kehoe, Voelker, Boxle,
Coyle, Halllgan, and llcmms%y. SBay them alound to yourself, putting
an “and " lhetween Doyle and Coyle and pause a Ilttle nfter you say
Hallignn.  Yon will never forget them, then, any more than the jory
conld forget them when the assistant distrlet attorney had rolled them
off, like a college yell, the first two or three times. e assertive per-
sonality of the 6 is that of Coyle. And Coyle, the other § of the
“ g six,” and the [rregulnr 7 were all wnder the direct charge of
Oliver Bpitzer, dock m:{oerlmemlenl, and, io the term of the workmen,
“ the company on the dock."

TREARURY AGENT AXD HIS SUSPICIONS.

As the result of three years of pugnacious hard work there stond
on the dock of this refinery the morning of November 20, 1007, with
what he belleved to be a chance to * get the gang.” one Michard Parr,
special agent of the Treasury. He had come there by agreement with
a former employee of the company, Richard Whailley. The latter had
reported to l;"a.r;- that whenever a draft of sugar was ]mt upon  the
scales the company checker in the scale house dropped his left hand
at his slle In a peculinr way. ‘The understanding hetween Whalley
and the Treasury agenf was that if the practice was observed next day
a glgnal should be given.

Parr eame with another agent, Jameos O, Brzezinskl. Almost fmme-
diately they received the slr'nni from Whalley, I'arr went roundabout
and quickly to another scale house. Ile pushed open the door, Just
after he entered another draft of suimr wing welghed—which is a fact
of great Interest in view of what followed., In the meantime the two
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truck loads just taken from the platform were called back and re-
welrhed, HMere is the result :

The draft which Parr had seen weighed tipped the scale at the
figure in the welgher's record.

Dut of the two other drafts, one now tipped the Lieam at 14 pounds
more thun the records of three minutes before and the other indicated
a corresponding Increase of 18 pounds,

PARR DISCOVENS THR STRIP OF STEEL,

The company checker, Kehoe, was meanwhile crouchin
. dark corner of the scale house. His left arm was held
His face changed eolor, not once, but many tlmes.

* What are you monkey-doodling with down there?' demanded Parr.

" Nuthin'." answered Kehoe.

But I'arr ordered Kehoe out of the way, ran his own hand beside the
stanchion In the corner of the seale house and his fingers fell on a thin
strip of steel, wound with string to protect the fingers, protruding from
the seale past.

Things happened quickly In the ensuing five minutes. Kehoe
“ ducked,” stopped only when told he was under arrest, and then denled
all knowledge of the spring which Parr held in his hand. Two of
the company's checkers in othier scale houses were immedlately relieved.
One vacated hls post without walting for -a substitute. And that Is
the record of all the checkers nt work that morning. When the three
other scile houses were inspected, ns soon a8 cnurd be done withont
losing Keboe, no springs were found., But holes were found, and there
wen;!nbum]nnt slgns that these holes had held springs a good many
months,

Spitzer was the man of authority on the dock. He had hired these
men. He kept thelr records, e wanted to know what was gol on,
“What did he do*” was asked of I'arr in the course of the civil ac-
tion. The ngent's answer was:

* Took me by the arm and walked with me a few paces and said,
‘We will have to fix this thing up, and not expose this thing and get
a lot of people into trouble. [ sald that If there was any trouble it
wns thelr own fault, and he sald that was all rlght, that we would
have to fix it up; that there was a lot of Masons mround here, and
they would all De in trouble if the thing was exposed, and he talked
along that line for ome time.

TRIES TO DRIBE TIHN TREASURY AGENT.

“And he said that If 1T would report the scales out of order that 1
could name my own price; that he would hand me the moncy and no
one wonld know anything about it, and no one would ever know how

t the money: that he wounld ecut his right arm off béfore he would
tell alout it. told him there wns no chance. He sald he had fixed
up muny a one before. 1 sald I understood he was a good °* fixer," but
he ruuls. not do anything with me. Ie said: ‘ Send Brzezinski over to
me,” and 1 sald: ° Brzezinski won't leave the scale house.' 1 would
not hnve him leave the seale house, and 1 walked away from him,

“At that tlme Mr, Hyatt (a government welghier) was just about
approaching the scnle house, Mr. Spitzer sald that that was My,
Hyatt, the government weigher, and 1 asked him If that was the scale
expert, and he snid no, he was a government welgher in charge of the
distriet. “And 1 sald (to Hyatt): *I have something to show you,' and
Spitzer hurriedly came in and rushed right in between us and got in
conversation with Drzezinski and shortly after—after he talked for
an Instant or so—1 overheard him say: ' We are all Masons, and this
thing has got to be fixed up,’ and Brzezinskl turned to me and says:
“Dick, this man says you are all right! And I says: ‘ Nothing s all
right with me; everything goes ns it lies.’ Xr. Spitzer leéft the scale
house and I escorted Mr. Hyatt over to the far end of the scale and
Brezezingkl asked him—made some questions.”

GOVERNMENT COUNSEL INTERRUPTS.

Couneel for the Government here Interrupted with: =

“What was It Mr, Spitzer sald to you at that time?

The nnswer was direct— 1

* He said: ‘ You're a damn fool you didn't take the money.
gald : M{ offer goes yet, if yon lose the iron"

“Sure he used that expression, * if you lose the iron?'"

“ Yes—positive.”

As far as 1s known, Spltzer had not seen the spring In Part's pocket.
Indeed, he himself testified that he did not see it untll several months
later. At any rate he was expeditiously tried for attempted bribery. A
Brooklyn jury acquitted him chiefly becanse Brzezinski changed front on
the stand. Parr held his ground, however, and in the course of the
civll action sgainst the sugar company flaily charged his former as-
soclate in the service with Per]ur)', Brzezinski has In the meantime
been dismissed from the employ of the Government.

Why was this * lron important to Spitzer? Lot's go back to the
scajehouse and find out.  With Deputy Surveyor of the Iort James I
Valil in Kebos's place 1 ”"-'Q.l“’d on the platform. My welght was read
as 102 pounds. Then Ar. Vall ealled :

“ Now watch!"

down In the
the corner.

He

SHOWS HOW THE SI'RING WORKED.

The beam osclilnted vigorously, the welght was changed to balance it,
and theén the reading came :

“ You're falling off. You only welgh 154 pounds.”

The corset spring had been put to work. A pressure of one ounce
from that little strip of steel on the inslde had offset 48 ounces of
welght on the outside,

OUn scales of this lmttern the actnal weight on the platform is bal-
anced by the much lesser welght on the bar because of two Interme-
diate walking beams or transmission bars. One of these is above the
polre bar, the other below. This srrln;: was Insertetl so as to cngage
the lower transmisslon bar nnd, while allowing It to swing a little, yet
prossed down upon It. The effect was n reduetion of each truck load
on the entry of the government welgher by from 10 to 44 pounds.

There were 17 of the scales and there was a hole in cach of them.
Aboye the hole In most instances & cleat had bLeen nailed for the
apparent purpose of guiding the operator's hand as he reached down
in the dark. In one case the hole had been reenforced with tacks
after It had worn large. In another It had been Mugged and bored
new and then palnted; and the remarkable thing about this post,
which was introduced in evidence, was that even this coat of paint
had bnd time to grow old and wrinkled.

CASE WOULD BE IIARD FOUGHT.

On this showing the Government might have obtained the dut
the sngar that was meanwhile smuggled in; but the ense would {1
been hard fought.

on
ave

The 8lx and Spltzer were Immedlately segregated.
Kehoe, who ia belleved to be n devout Catholic, is said not to have
been to chnreh sines the detection of the spring, In Nuvember, 1007,
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80 the attorneys set out to com:imre the government welghi%s with
those at the stéelyard seales. District Attorney HHenry L. Stimson
had taken Into assoclation with him Assistants . T. Denlson, 1. R.
Buckner, Robert Steplienson, and H. 8. Demming, They were opposed
by the firm of Parsons, (losson & McInvalne, John B. Stanchfield,
H. 1", Cochrane, and James B. Sheffield. If the latter group was to
}m nll‘:!mome at all, it must be by virtue of a strong case strongly
ought.

A score or mere of accountants worked steadil
nom’plete this tabulation of the weights upon which the sugar company

alid duty, with the ratés upon which It paid the producers, At first
he work had to wait upon information laboriously collected from the
shippers. Then the Government was moved to lssue & subpena upon
the comgany for its records.

Fut the company chose to do voluntarily what it could have been
compelled to do, and so gave to the distriet attorney certain books
which revealed this very comparison, They are called " pink books,”
They consist of two small dlary-like volumes pasted together, and one
of the smaller records Is that of the checker in the scale house, while
the other is that of the corresponding checker at the clty welgher's bal-
ance, In other words, for the entire period eovered by the Govdrament's
claim the American Sugar Refinery had in its poxsession records wlhich
cetablished every cunce of difference in these tico weights.

BOOKS SHOW IIOW MUCH WAS LOST.

The parallel was never more deadly. It is before me as I write. The
eolumn o[ ingtances where the duty weight equals or efeecds the pir-
chase weight is practically empty. The coluwin of instances whero the
weight wpon which the company was te pay duty was less than the
trrltfm.t wpon achichk the company was to base its phrchase was practi-
cally full, The total of the disérepancies agdainst the Garvornment in
the period covered by the suit was 6,272 tons. And these differcnces fell
to normal the vbry day of Pare's discorery. .

Oceaslonal exceptions to the general role puzzled the government
attorneys conslderably. Thus, out of 5D cargoes unloaded in 1002,
there were 2 which weighed slightly more on the government scales
than on the steelyards; in 1903 there were 2 out of 40 ; In 1904 there
were 2 out of GG In 1005 there were no exceptions out of 57 in 1000
there was 1 out of 66 and to the date of the discovery in 1007 there
were 10 exceptions out of 82 cargoes.

Well, SBurveyor Clarkson and IJc!mty Vail were on the docks on the
days of the 2 exceptions of 1002, Une of the exceptions In 1903 is due
to the fact that the _Bminr came in hogsheads which had to be scored
with thelr weight, and it would obviously never do to let them go to
the city welghers marked under their true volume, The 15 exceptions
in 1007 were doubtless due to the more frequent visits of agents of the
collector, And 80 con.

TRIAL FOUGHT LONG AND BITTERLY.

The trial was bitterly fought. Put the _‘im‘y was out only an honr
and ten minutes. I'erhaps the explanation lay as much in facts which
were Incidental to the main lssue as to the story of the 17 holes, and
the parallel columns of fignres,

One such incidental was the testimony of Mr. Havemeyer's confiden-
tial clerk, 0. 1, O. Schmelter,  In the charge of the court hls contri-
bution to the case was abridged in this form:

“ In additlon to that, Mr. Schmelter states that ir. Horvemeyer on
one occasfon asked him to make out a list showing the diferences in
the tico welghors’ weights, and that he did 5o, but that Mr. Havemeyer
never usked him afterwards to sec them. Ile states that at the end
of each year, T think, or at the end when he made out his first lot of
these lists, he spoke to Mr. Heike (secrelary of the company) about K3
showed them to him; told him what they were; and AMr. Heike said
he had better go on and keep making them owt, and that he did so
theveafter, and i;t'nr by wear, after making out these reports, took them
orer and showoed them to Mr, Heike, and Mr, Heike made a 5:-1:-{ exrami-
nation of thom.”

Another Incldental was the extra pay of the “ Big Bix.” Coyle could
get work anywhere there might be need for a hustler, but the others
probably earned as much here as they could hope to get in New York.
Nevertheless, these six were pleked by the cashier, and paild beyond
thelr fellows. Thus the indorsement on Voelker's envelope would bo
T H—E13.60,”7 though it would be found to coutain, and Voelker had
long been accustomed to erpeet, $I18 instead of the swm marked.

HOW MEMBERS OF SI1X WEHRE FPAID,

Agnin, 8 witness of long and reputable éxperlence In the customs
gorvice testified that wlien he came on the docks as head government
welgher, Ilock Superintendent Spltzer lnvited hlm to go every month
to the ecashler and get an envelope. A former c¢mployce at the com-
pany's office swore that he had scen custom-house oficials come to
thee sugar company’s cashicr and receive money " very many times vl
and the eashicy named twas not called to deny the charge. Most of this
wis, of course, contradicted by rvepresentatives of the company.

Further, in this connection, it was testified that too much activity
on the part of the customs men had not been theretofore desired In
the collector's office, A former welgher, who swore that he had noted a
strange wohbling of the srale Leam, was asked why he had pot re-
ported It. “f did wot want 4o copmit suicide, did 17 * was his answer.

Another significant {ncidental was the showing as to “ invoice-
weight ” eargoes. 'These are simply cargoes of which the weight set
forth In the Involce is taken ns the basis for the company’s payment to
the shipper, Instead of weights taken anew from the clty weighers In
New York, In the ease of involec-weight ecargces, therefore. there
conld be no idea that the ecity welghers were In colluslon to discredit
the sugir company. Yet the parallel column made for the dock welgh-
ings might almost be transferred and applied to the involce weights.
The reautt 48 an enormous ercess over the government weight up to the
significant date of November 20, 1007.

UNIQUE DEFENSE BY COMPANY LAWYERS.

But the most impreasive incidental to one who studies the record of
the case I8 the defense put forth by such lawyers as Messrs. Parsons
and Btanchfield, Here It Is:

T hat the whole thing—a total equicalent to a dividend betwcen & and
} por cont on the capital stack of e company—is a tempest dn a tea-
pot.  That the caraot-stecl and 17-holes story i a “ plant” made up
by Whalley and perhaps Parr to constitute a case. That the dis-
crepancies are legitimate and due to more carelessness on the part of
the government welghers than on the part of the clty welghers; to the
fact that the city welghers were %nll.i by the hundred pounds welghed
and the government weighers by the day; to the influence of the wind
and tide and general confuslon about the docks.

for six months to
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An abundant answer to all this is that the diser cies dua to the
carelessness of everybody, to the different methods of pay, to wind and
tido and general confusion have all disappeared since November 20,
1007,  Finally, the nttorneys fell back substantinlly on the declaration
that the officials of the mrnPau‘y had nothing io do with the specified
conduct of Npitzer amd the “* Big Siv,” and would make it mighty hot
for anybody who said they had,

But the wind theory deserves some gpeclal attention. The slips, said
the attorneys, are so many funnels for the wind., It sweeps In from
the river, blows itself underneath the docks, and then buoys up the
seale platforms, The wind has reformed gince November 20, T

CERTAIN FACTS TO UNDERSTAND SUITS.

Certain facts outside the record must be stated for any full under-
gtanding of even the civil sult.

Water was thrown on the platform at one time when the tare weights
were being calenlated, 'Thils would dry before the sugar came along
ond distort the caleulations of the Government by the weight of the
water for every draft,

Anather plan was to have the checker put his foot on the beam shown
in Mf t'IJ'u#Itrull'ml and presa down, This had precisely the effect of the
corset steel.

Deputy Vall undertook, in 1002, to standardize the tare allowances
for trucks on this dock. IHe fixed upon a pattern truck. It and its
like were inspected and accepted only after proving to weligh uniformly
200 pounds each. Then the trucks were [dentified by being painted
red. Within a few days afterwards the red trucks were weighed again.
They were founidk to have shrunk from 6 to 1§ pounds each, Since that
day the Government has bullided the trucks under its own supervision
and stamped them with Its seal.

Another happening had to do with the balance ball on the scales,
The checker was the only person, save the welgher, near enough to
that ball to touch It. Yet the welgher found himsell required to lal
ance his scnles anew every little schile. This was called “rolling the
ball,” and it gave the slz—XKehoe, Voelker, Boyle and Coyle, I.Iuhlgnn
and Hennessy—the name “ The Eoly-Poly Sie.”

EEHOE CAUGHT ONE TIME BEFORE.

Evidence was Introduced that in 1897 Kehoe was caught hanging a
awweight inside the scale howse for the purpose of bearing down the scale
after the welzher had balanced It In the morning, The witness was o
welgher named Conlon, and Kehoe admitted on the stand that Conlon
had found such & welght, th:m‘:u he denled all personal knowledge of It

The sixth method was llmpf to take the sweepings right under the
Government’s nose and not wcﬁph them at all.

Ench of these practices wwas discovercd and oorrected by the surveyor
of the port, Gen, James 8. Clarkeon, or his deputy, Mr, Vall. The
trucks were stamped with “ U, 8" The balance ball awas locked In

lnce. Water on the platform was occaslon enough not te weigh upon
t. The trangmission bar was cncased so that the checker's foot could
not reach It. Swecpings were watched. And now that the corsel stay
has been found through the Treasury Department, checkers are du-
eluded altogether from the scale houses.

1s it true that thls apparent indulgence of the American Bugar Re-
fining Company through seven practices questionable, to say the least of
them, year after year, indlcates compliance by United States authori-
tlesy It mai_ But on a diligent examination of the office of collector
of the port, 1 am rather surprised that there has not been more com-

lance than that there should have been nny. The cicil sorcice has
een " horn-amuggled.”  Influcnee was aa polent inside the old customs
house as outside. Until this year the very oflice of collector has been
the bait for every political worker who eould flip himself hard enough

to lunge at It
TWO OFFICIALS, GOOD AXD HOXEST,

But there Is no evidence that cither the deputy or the surveyor was
snything other than a good subordinate acd um honest man. The
geryviee gets its polley from the collector and from the Beeretary of the
Treasury. 1f the sugar trust was not to be pressed too hord, It wns
not to pressed too hard—that was all there was to It. Bo device
after device was adopted to prevent what the attorneys for the coin-
pany call * discrepancies,” and nothing else much was done, Tle port
of New York I8 a big port. The surveyor must be the outdoor execu-
tive in the collection of £220,000,000 o year. He can be kept busy with
his subordinates without sitting around on a dock to watch every
“ Holy Poly 8ix" -that snme!md{ suspects, It s a pleasure to certify
that General Clarkson and Mr. Vall are now giving loyal and resource-
ful support to a collector who means business.

But it 18 noteworthy that the latest light-fingering on the docks of
the Willlamsburg refaery was not discovered through the New York
eugtom-house. On the contrary, the hunt was conceived In Washing-
ton and directed throughout from the White House. There is stiil an
intimate knowledge of the case in the office of the P'resident, and the
furee which refuees to be * buffaloed "™ stlll finds its source In the

Executive.
“TPARE, BEGINNER OF THE CAMPATGN.

itichard Parr was the Leginner of the campalgn. A chain of cir-
cumsatances, largely personal, brought him, as an old acquaintanee, to
Willlam TLoeb jr., in the [atter's office as gecretary to the President, In
the spring of 1004. The upshot of their talk was this:

That Parr had been a sampler on the docks of the sugar compaoy ;
that he had entercd the customs scrvice through clvil-service cxanm-
Ination : that he feit he could not rise so rapldly there as in the
enpacity of a special agent of the Treasury; that, If he could be ap-
polnted speeial agent, he believed he could “ get the dots” on a speeles
of fraud belng practiced on the sogar docks that meant millions to the
Government.

Acting for the President, Mr. Loeb had Pare appointed as special
agent. "Mr. Roosevelt kuew practically nothing about the customs
branch of the Gavernment, and he felt that Lls gecretary, who had been
a clerk In the New York costom-houge way back in 1891, could better
be frusted as to policies and wmwethods for that service than he; but he
followed the development of the situation with the keenest interest,
noted that Parr bad made a distinet success of his first assignment—1tLe
detection of certaln smuggling across tho Maine border—and was im-

tient that the Creasury Department found so much work for him to
gg elsewhere than on the sugar docks.

LOED AXD PARR WORK SIDE BY SIDE.

Mr. Loch and Parr, in a certain sense, worked together. The Secre-

tary to the President had brougzht down from New York rather clear
jdeas how the operation of the New York custom-house could be
fmmproved, With the idea that General Clarkson could help, he bad
becn active in having that gentleman made surveyor, back in the days

when Mr. Loeb was assistant secretary. Now Parr was probing
frauds wherever he could find thom, the weaknesses of the service were
sprend themselves ont for both men to see, and both of them were
iul'ning' nck as often as exceptlonally busy programmes would permit,
to I"arr's plans to turn the light on the sugar docks.

At this stage Richard Whalley came ncross the horizon, In resent-
ment because, according to him, the Amerlean SBugar Rellnery would
not pay him extra as & ' roly poly™ and for hanging a welght on the
scale arm and for * histing ' his Toot on the transmission bar, he set
out for Washington to inform the authorities, Assistant Secretary
Beekman Winthrop joined hands with Mr. Loeb in the cause by a

ointing Whalley a special agent. The newcomer then set off, Pt;

ovember, 1007, to obtaln employment on the docks as a representative
of the shipowner whose cargo wag belng unloaded.

Hils task was to stand before one of the scale honses and count the
bags as tc!:‘y came. across the dock. In this position he claims to

have noti that the company's checker, Hennessy, would drop his
left hand every time a draft was welghed. This led him to think that
kickling the beam, rolllng the ball, throwing water on the seales, hangin
welghta on the upriglit, subatituting Hght trucks for heavy trucks, an
slipping s‘veerlngs past unweighed had been soperseded. Bo he ar-
ranged the signal whick Parr and Brzezinskl were to receive that
eventful morning of November 20.
THE AGENXTS WENH MARKED MEN.

After that Parr and Drzezinskl were marked men,
attacked with every kind of ammunition. Ilis life was threatencd, his
bome was invaded, a putative record of earller mlsconduct was pro-
duced, and his position in the Trensuvry service was cndangered. TDrre-
zinski has since been dismissed. It {8 nnquestlonable that immediately
aftor the capture of * that iron' from Kehoe, the usefulness of
Brrzezinskl abruptly ceased.

Moeanwhlle the whole New York customs department had taken on
life with the coming of Mr. Loeb. * When did the reorgnnization of this
bureau begin ¥’ [ usked one of the officials. * Just the day the new
colleetor enme,” was the reply. It is true. From that day to this
there has been more fire under the customs furnoce In our greatest

ort than ever before. Mr. Vall found the cheese and fig smugglers,
epneral Clarkson and Mr, Vall cooperated with Mr., Loob's very eapalile
dequty,‘ Mr, Stuart, to rid the volls of their ornaments.

Vhen T was in New York the Jasso was being thrown at still
another clngs of offenders. Jven New York—after Parkhurst, Seth
Low, Lexow, and MceClellun—is losing its breath. As anc of the clty
officials put it: “My Lord, T did not know there was such an ofiico
as collector of tha port before.”

DISCOURAGED BY THE NEWSPAPERS.

A newapaper man finds (¢ hard to write down that the greateat dia-
conragement in all this fight came from his oy profession.  Yet that
in the fact. A prinie object of the proseculions nwow pendimg has been
that thiz kind of crime be made as contemptible a8 any other. A prime
phjoct in the civil action agninst the Amorvican Bugar Rofining Couipany
was that so rich amd powwerful a corporution might be made to uisicer
bofore the bar of American publio opinion.  But both these objecis have
up to thiz time been strangel defeated,

Without attemptlng to explain the sltuation among New York news-
papers, the reporter for this paper scts forth these facts:

hat lcas was printed on the dizcorery of these dock frauds and the
retion of the verdiet thaw on sccomid-rate sulls in clty courts; that thore
wwere printed i scceval of the papors full-page gdeertisements reailing
simply, © The Americaw Sugar RBefining Company, Oftces, Wall sireet,
Now York; " that m:!i; the New York Recwing Post published guch ac-
connts of such a trial as it might have beon cxpected to publish, and
cory brief acconnts were expeclod of the Poxt; that only that neicepaper
and the Sun hove undertaken simce to set forth in review the fucta
theretofore omitted.

GHEAT FIGHT ONLY REGINNING,

The fight will go on with the newspapers of New York or without
them. he * Roly-Poly 8Ix* and Spitzer bave already answered at the
par to ceriminal indictment. They will he tried as speedily as the suit
agninst their cemployer for sequestered dotles, There )s no fear of tho
sugar trust In the oflice of the distriet mtturney, Io the office of the
ecollector of the port, in the oflice of the President of the United Blates,
Every official whose connection with these dock frands can be fraeced
will haled Into court, that the jury may detérmine how high up the
crime reached. Honest newspapers, officlals, jurymen, wiil alike find
bulldog spirit for this case in this definition of the clvil sult by Attor-
ney Stanchfield, speaking for tie compuny :

 Thae chinrge is that, over a perlod of pears, the Amorican Bugnr Re-
fining Company of New York haa been systemativally, in sceson and owt
of season, from 1001 dowm until the clese of 107, cagaged dn stealing
from the United States.”

The finding of the jury as to that charge was “Guitty.” The work
now ahead Is to find out who It was that was gullty. There will be po
smell like that of cooklng molasses In the courts of the United Sintes,

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, this is a very remarkable record
of the persistent fraud perpetrated upon the revénues of the
United States by one of the grentest beneficiaries of the tarif.
I congratulute the administration of the United States upon
having detected and exposed this fraud. Huoman beings are
much alike in the world, and fraunds must occur under any ad-
ministration whatever. I do not eare to comuent upon this
particular fraud, although one of great mngnitude, in any other
nspect than fo point out the fact that the go-ealled * sugar trust ”
is shown to Dbe receiving benefits of between fifty and eighty
million dollars a year from the people of the United Stutes,
Every child who eats a plece of enndy pays a tax npon it to this
organization, Eighty willion dellars means a dollar per capita,
because the consumption of sugar, where people arve abile to
supply themselves with food, is distributed very uniformly
nwong prince and peasant; among the very rich and the very
poor. When this organization is permitted by our laws to tax
the poor, and the extremely poor, at the rate of a dollur per
capitn for their private purse, which is already bursting with
wealth, T think it is time for the Senate of the United States
to observe this sugar schedule and to cut out from this schcdule

The former was
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that part of it which peculiarly serves this organization and does
not serve the people of the United States; which does not even
serve those who produce raw sugar in Louisiana, in Colorado, or
in other States.

I want to ask why it is that the words “ Not above No. 16
Dutch standard in color™ are not siricken out of this bill?
They ought to be stricken out. I ask that the Finance Com-
anittee shall eonsider and report to the Senate why those words
&hall not be stricken out of the schednle, and I make the motion
that the Finance Committee report to the Senate why these
words shall not be stricken out of paragraph 213, Schedule HE.

Mr. TILLMAN. Will the Senator please repeat the words he
desires stricken out?

Mr. OWEN. I desire to have stricken out the words, “ Not
above No. 16 Dutch standard in color,” where they appear in
Schedule B, paragraph 213, page 72.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. There is a pending amendment,
which has not yet been disposed of,

Mr. ALDRICH. Regular order, Mr. President.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the pend-
ing amendment,

The Secrerary. The pending amendment is an amendment
offered by Mr. McCumuer to strike out paragraphs Nos. 197,
199, 200, 201, 203, 204, and 205, in Schedule D; also strike out
all of paragraph No. 708, free list, after the word “ planking,”
line 25, page 220, and insert in lieu thereof the following:

And all kinds of lumber, timber, 1 ingl i lings,
staves of avood, clapboards, Ipav pwﬁ,hsf-aisgoﬁ it es? :ﬁim'telg;hone‘
trolley, electrie light, and te ph poles of cedar or other woods, and
all other lumber not specifically provided for.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. That amendment must be disposed
of before any other amendment than an amendment to it can
be considered.

Mr. OWEN. T was not aware, Mr, President, of the pendency
of this particular amendment. At its conclusion, I shall offer
this proposed resolution. .

Mr. ALDRICH. I would state to the Senator from Okla-
homn that the sugar schedule has not yet been reached. It
probably will be reached this afternoon, or, I hope so anyway.
Then the Senator’s amendment will be in erder.

Mr. OWEN. I offer no amendment. I offer a resolution of
Mnstruction to the chairman of the Committee on Finance.

iMr. BEVERIDGE. Hardly to the chairman, but to the com-
mittee,

Mr. OWEN. To the committee or to the chairman, who is
the committee,

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is true. Mr, President, has morn-
ing business closed?

The VICE-PRESIDENT., Morning business is closed.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Out of order, then, I ask permission to in-
troduce an amendment, which I send to the desk, and which I
desire may lie on the table for the present.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment
will be received out of order, printed, and lie on the table.

Mr. BEVERTDGE. This, Mr. President, is an amendment
placing licorice extracts, paste, rolls, and so forth, on the free
list, where the House placed them. As everybody knows, I sup-
pose, licorice is very largely used in the manufacture of to-
bacco; in fact, is absolutely indispensable; and yet the monopoly
of licorice of that kind is now, I believe, entirely in the hands
of the American Tobacco Company.

Mr. EBEAN. I beg the Senator’s pardon. There are inde-
pendent factories in the State of New Jersey.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. We will discuss that question a 1little
later on.. The independent companies who manufacture tobacco
are compelled, for the most part, to buy their licorice of the
American Tobacco Company or to pay an exorbitant price for
that which is imported. The House put this on the free list,
but the Senate committee struck out the provision. To restore
it to the free list is the object of my amendment.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The guestion is on agreeing to the
amendment proposed by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
MoCuoaeer], which has been stated.

Mr. ROOT. Mr. President, before the Senate disposes of the
paragraph providing for a differential upon dressed Iumber, I
wish to ask that consideration be given to a great number of
establishments and employees who are engaged in the planing
and dressing of lumber along the American side of the water
boundary between the United States and Canada. Early in the
‘history of the building of the dwellings for our people all along
the pathway of emigration to the West, there grew up along the
southern borders of the Lakes a chain of lumber yards and
Jumber-dressing establishments to supply the wanis of the mov-
ing and growing communities. When the lumbering camps were
established in the forests of Michigan and Wisconsin, instead of

-establishing planing mills at the eamps, the cheap Lake freights
made it practicable to transport the rough lumber to points on
the south of the Lakes nearer the points of distribution and to
dress the lumber at those points. Accordingly, these establish-
ments grew up, and as the lumber of Michigan and Wisconsin
decreased the same establishments began to include Canadian
lumber in their work; so that now they are engaged in the
dressing of rough lumber, which is brought from our western
forests and from Canadian forests, and the millions of feet of
lumber which you see upon the “ comparative statement” as im-
ported into the United States during the past few years go
«chiefly to these lumber-dressing establishments, which are tak-
dng the rough lumber from the forests of Canada and manu-
facturing it into material fit and ready for use in building and
in the various constructions where lumber is used. There are
such establishments at Ogdensburg, on the St. Lawrence; at
Tonawanda and Buffalo, near the outlet of Lake Erie; at Hrie,
at Cleveland, at Toledo, at Detroit, at Chicago, at Saginaw, at
Bay City, and at many other points along the southern edge of
the boundary waters. Many millions of dollars are invested and
many thousands of men are employed in these planing and
dressing mills. In Tonawanda and Buffalo alone there are over
10,000 men employed. Directly dependent upon them, it is fair
to estimate, are fifty to sixty thousand people. Ower $20.000
a day in wages are paid to them; that is to say, in the neighbor-
hood of $7,000,000 a year.

At the other points which I have mentioned the number of
men employed and the amount of the wages paid will probably
come, upon a fair average, very near to the figures which I have
given for Buffalo and Tonawanda.

This interest is plainly worthy ef the careful attention of the
Senate in applying the rule of protection to the construction of
this tariff aet. I do net ask, Mr. President, that there shall be
any «deviation from the rule npon which we are framing this act
in behalf of the lumber-dressing interests of northern New York,
but I do ask that for the protection of their manufacturing in-
dustry they have the benefit of the same rule which is applied
to ether industries in this bill.

I ask the Senate to consider the conditions under which this
industry is conducted for the purpose of applying the rule, and
the first consideration to which I call attention is the fact that,
while the duties recommended in the Finance Committee report
upon the products of these planing mills—that is {o say, dressed
lumber—amount to a little less than 12} per cent ad valorem on
an average, Canada, stretching along the northern border of the
same water boundary, imposes a duty on dressed lumber of 25
per cent ad valoremn; so that under the committee report, if that
‘be adopted by Congress, it will be giving to this great industry
less than one-half the protection that Canada gives to the same
industry on the other side of the lakes and boundary rivers.
Twelve and a half per cent upon dressed lumber will bar the
planing mills of Canada from the markets which build up the
growing communities of the United States, and 25 per cent, or
double that barrier, will bar the American dressed-lumber mills
from the market which is building up the growing communities
of Ontario and the western Provinces of Canada.

The second consideration is that while these establishments
are paying in every State high taxes upon their lumber yards,
their mills, their machinery, and their stock on hand, for the
support of our Government, Canada gives to every planing mill
which will move across the border to the edge of her forests
and establish this industry in her territory a remission of taxes
for from fifteen to twenty-five years. So that the duty which
we are imposing upon dressed lumber, if we adopt the committee
report, is but placing upon the product that comes from Canada
a burden for the support of our Government to balance off the
tax that is imposed upon the property of our planing mills for
the support of our state and municipal governments.

Nevertheless, if the conditions under which the industry is
conducted are such that there is no occasion to make up for the
difference in the cost of production—nevertheless, I say, there
would be no ground for imposing a differential duty wupon
dressed lumber. But, Mr. President, the conditions are widely
different, In the first place, the information which I have re-
ceived—information coming from very frustworthy sources—
indicates to me that the estimate of the cost of dressing lum-
ber, as stated by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCum-,
BER], in his very interesting and impressive argument last week,
omitted many elements of expense, and that the figures which
he had been led to believe were the correct fizures were alto-
gether too low.

The actual cost of conducting the business of dressing lumber
in the mills of the United States involves three different ele-
ments. In the forests of Canada there is no rent to be paid
for the ground where the planing mill may be established. In
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Buffalo, in Tonawanda, in Chicago, and in all the other places
where these establishments have so long existed for the benefit
of our people on our side of the line, the prosperity which has
grown up under our system has resulted in the requirement
that heavy rental be paid for the ground upon which the lum-
ber yards are placed and upon which the mills stand.

The next element is that of handling the lumber. The lum-
ber comes in mill runs from the Canadian and the western
forests; that is to say, unsorted, just as it comes from the
mill. It comes down in the lumber vessels, and when it
reaches Buffalo or any of the other ports it has to be taken
from the vessel, transported to the lumber yard, sorted, piled
up each class and kind by itself, left to dry, and then carried to
the planing or dressing mill, and from that mill after it is
dressed taken to the car for transportation as dressed lumber.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield to the Senator from Maine?

Mr. ROOT. Certainly.

Mr. HALE. I desire to interrupt the statement which the
Senator is making only to ask him, generally, what his view is
as to the rate upon the different forms of dressed lmmber. The
Finance Committee, with regard to these different processes of
dressing lumber and the duty applied to each, have followed, as
the Senator knows, the House bill and running through the dif-
ferent forms of dressing lumber. The present law, the Dingley
law, as to each one of these particular forms is higher than
the House bill and higher than the Senate Finance Committee
report, as found in this bill. I do not know but what the Sen-
ator has stated that; but is it his idea that for the protection
of this most essential and large industry the present rates of
the Dingley law or something like them should be maintained?
Does he believe that this industry should receive more than
either the House bill or the Senate bill, as reported by the
committee, has given to it in their provisions?

Mr. ROOT. My impression, Mr, President, is that the differ-
ential of the Dingley Act is at just about the right point to
maintain a healthy opportunity for business and a healthy re-
straint upon business.

Mr, HALE. That answers my question, Mr. President.

Mr. ROOT. That is to say, I do not think there can be a re-
duction from those differentials which would not result in the
transfer of a large proportion of our planing mills to Canada,
because I think that those differentials are no greater than
necessary to enable the American planing mills to make a fair
profit on their product, while I think that an increase of those
differentials would withdraw the corrective and restraining
effect of possible Canadian -competition in case our planing
mills should endeavor to charge too great a profit upon their
product. :

Mr. President, T was about to deal with the question of the
cost of conducting the planing-mill business in the United States,
and I had stated that the difference arises from the fact that
heavy rental has to be paid upon lumber yards and mill sites
here. With that. of course, comes the difference in taxation,
arising from the fact that our mills have to contribute largely
to the support of the Government, while in Canada they are
free from that obligation. I also stated that there were various
elements of cost in the actual dealing with the rough material
and transforming it into the dressed material, one being the
cost of handling. The next, of course, is the cost of dressing;
and, as the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Samrra] has just sug-
gested to me, the position of the mills on our side involves the
necessity for carrying heavy fire insurance. Now, as to the
actual cost of dressing——

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. ROOT. Certainly.

Mr. McCUMBER. May I ask the Senator from New York
whether, to his knowledge, the cost of finishing lumber is any
greater in the State of New .York or anywhere along the Cana-
dian boundary east of Michigan than it is west of that section?
Is there anything in the handling that necessarily makes it cost
any more? Has the Senaior any information on that point?

Mr. ROOT. My information is that the eastern cost is higher
than the western cost. The Senator from Maine can probably
give better information upon that than I can. The general
statement is made to me that in the northeastern part of the
country the cost is very considerably higher on our side of the
line than it is on the Canadian side of the line. As to the differ-
ence of cost between the eastern American mills and the western
American mills I am not prepared to say.

Mr. McCUMBER. My reason for asking the question is that
I have numerous communications from those who ‘are engaged

in the manufacture of lumber in Michigan, in Minnesota, and -
west of that line, and especially one in my hand from the
Brooks-Scanlon Lumber Company, of Minneapolis, a lumber
company that is manufacturing not only in Minnesota, but in
the Southern States; and in speaking of this subject, the writer
of this letter says: .
We are operating one large sawmill in Minnesota and two in Louisi-
ana. The cost of finishing lumber in the planing mill at the Minnesota
plant for the year 1908 was 48.7 cents per thousand feet and 45.8
cents per thousand feet at the Louisiana plants. This cost includes

repairs and supplies and covers all lumber sent through the planing
mill, but does not include lumber shipped in the rough.

Then he says:

Our Minnesota cost is higher than the average cost for mills In that
territory, due to the fact that our trade is a special one, which re-
quires a large amount of work on the high-grade stock put through the
planing mill,

Then he goes on to describe how the work is done, and says
that they sell most of their cheaper lumber in the rough and
only finish the higher grades; but he establishes the fact,
according to his statement, that finishing even the higher
grades does not, in any of the mills that he operates, exceed
45 cents per thousand, and that this is higher than the aver-
age, That is the reason I asked the Senator whether or not
there was something in the peculiar method of handling that
made the cost so much more East than in the West.

Mr, ROOT. Yes, Mr. President; there is a very marked
distinction. I take it that the mills referred to in the letter
just read by the Senator from North Dakota are mills at the
forest.

Mr. McCUMBER:
statement.

Mr. ROOT. I think they are mills which are in the lumber
region, and the cost, which I understood to be 49 cents at one
of the mills, probably fairly represents the cost in the Cana-
dian mills, I have no reason to believe that it costs substan-
tially more in a mill at the forest in Minnesota to dress lum-
ber than it does in a mill at the forest in Canada. There
may be differences in individual mills, but in general I think
not.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President

Mr. ROOT. Will the Senator allow me for one moment?
But as between these establishments in Ogdensburg, DBuffalo,
Tonawanda, Erie, Cleveland, Detroit, and Chicago, around
which have grown up great cities during the half century of
their existence, and the mills, whether in Canada or the West,
which are situated at the forest, there is a very wide dis-
tinetion. The 10,000 men who are wbrking in the mills at
Buffalo and Tonawanda are notf living upon lumber-camp sup-
plies. They have homes and families and food and clothing
and opportunities of life that befit American citizenship in
American cities, and the cost of maintaining that labor under
those conditions is necessarily higher than the cost of main-
taining labor at the lumber camps.

Mr. HALE. Will the Senator permit me to make a sug-
gestion?

Mr. ROOT. I shall be very happy to yield.

Mr. HALE. This is a suggestion brought out by the state-
ment of the Senator from North Dakota. It struck me, as I
think it must have struck the Senator from New York and any
other Senator listening who is interested in this subject, as a
remarkable thing that the correspondent of the Senator fixes
one rate as the cost of finishing lnmber—42 cents was it?

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator is mistaken, although this is
intended to include all lumber finished through those mills. It
does not mean on one side or on two sides, but the average cost
of the entire work.

Mr. HALE. As I said, what struck me with surprise was the
Senator’s statement that 42 cents—was it

Mr. McCUMBER. Forty-four to 45 cents.

Mr. HALE (continuing). That 44 to 45 cents covered the
cost, additional to rough Iumber, of the entire process of manu-
facturing and dressing in different forms. That seemed to me a
very remarkable statement, because all legislation heretofore
has had, and the schedule made up by the House in its bill and
by the Committee on Finance in its bill in accord with the House
has, a very marked sliding and increased scale, according to the
different processes that are put upon the rough lumber.

For instance, planed or finished on one side, $1.50 per thou-
sand feet; planed or finished on two sides, $2 per thousand feet;
planed or finished on three sides, $2.50; and on four sides, $3.
If planed on one side and tongued and grooved, $2 per thousand
feet; planed on two sides and tongued and grooved—another
process—S$2.50 per thousand feet.

I know something about the lnmber business, having lived in
a community largely interested in that article, and it is to me,

I did not understand the Senator's
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as I think it must be to the Senator from New York, a matter
of surprise that any one rate, particularly so low as 42 to 45
cents, would cover all the processes that have been cared for
heretofore in every bill, either passed by Congress or submitted
for its decision by any comimittee, in a sliding seale. The Ding-
ley rates are higher still, being 32 per thousand feet on lumber
finished on one side, $2.50 on lumber finished on two sides, $3
on lumber finished on three sides, and $4 upon lumber finished
on four sides.

Mr. McCUMBER. The differentials are the same.

Mr. HALE. And $3.50 for lumber tongued and
on one side or two sides. What I wanted was that the Senater
from North Dakota [Mr. McCumuer] should tell me, and tell
the Senator from New York, and tell the Senate, whether he
believes that this 40 to 45 cents, applied without regard to the
nature and extent of the process, is claimed to be enough com-
pensation for this great industry for all the work in finishing
or dressing lumber. It seems to me a very remarkable state-
ment that is made by the correspondent of the Senator.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, if I may take one moment
of the time of the Senator frem New York, to reply to the
inguiry of the Senator from Maine, I will say that when I
discussed the lumber schedule some time ago I attempted to
establish the fact that the average cost of planing only one
side of the lumber as it came from the saw was only about 15
cents per thousand, and of course there wounld be a little added
to that, as it is planed on two sides, and a little more added
to it, necessarily, as they groove one edge and tongue the
other; but the information I have is that while these mills do
all of this finishing, the average cost of finishing everything
that the mill turns ont is only about from 44 to 45 cents per
thousand. Now, I might have gone further, I think, probably,
in the same leiter, and have shown that in some of the very
highest or most complete finishing it runs as high as 60 to 75
cents per thousand, 75 cents being the limit, and that only in
special cases; and that all of the ordinary finishing, such as
would be used in flooring, in siding, and in lumber that is gen-
erally in use, which we call * finished lumber,” and not finished
for the purpose merely of spiking together to make a frame or
something of that kind, could all practically come within the
50 cents per thousand limit.

Mr. ROOT. DMr. President, I think I will ask the Senate to
indulge me in having read a brief letter from the president
of the Amalgamated Woodworkers' International Union of
America, giving the views of the men who do the work.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. If there be no objection, the Sec-
retary will read the letter.

The Secretary read as follows:

AMALGAMATED WOODWORKERS'
INTERXATIONAL UNION OF AMERICA,
Washington, D. (., May 11, 1809,

Hon, Fuino Roor,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear Sik: Referring to statements made hy several Senators in

eeches advocating the elimination of that portion of the tariff sched-
ule pertaining to dressed lumber, wherein 1t was asserted that it costs
only 15 cents per M for dressing lumber. Speaking from many years'
experience in operating woodworking machinery and an Intimate prac-
tical knowledge of the subject—representing as I do the em loyees of
all the larger planing mills in this country as mlﬂent of the Amal-

mated Woodworkers' International Union of rica—1 know it to

a fact that no lumber could be dressed at the low cost mentioned, not
even surfaced on one side.

In the first place, it takes at least two men to operate the machine—
one to feed it, receiving an average wage of 22 cents per hour, and the
other to receiye the lumber from the maechine, or offbear, at an average
wage of at least 15 cents per hour—making a total cost of 37 cents
per hour for actual labor performed In handling the lumber.

It wounld take approximately one hour’s time to grind the ordinary
knives for surfacing and from 20 to 30 minutes’' time to set the Enives
and get the machine ready to start. Each different pattern of lumber
run through the machine reguires a change of the ives or cotters,
depending on the type, width, and thickness of the pattern. In fll
orders for varlous kinds of lumber [t is ry to make freguen
changes In the knives. It is also necessary to sharpen them three or
four times a day, depending on the character of the material run, thus
increasing the cost of labor above the 87 cents per hour paid to the men
who actually operate the machine.

In addition to this, there is a general ense entalled of repairs to
machines during the year, rebabbeting, supplles, cost of power, eprecia-
tion, geneéral administration expense, insurance, taxes, ete.

I would consider, from my practical experience, that 11,900 eet of lumber
of average widih, dressed per hour, on the modern machine, to be a reason-
able conservative amount ;- therefore proving conclusively that it would
be utterly impossible to dress luomber with the most modern machinery
at the low cost per M stated, and I would consider o cost at least 75
eents per hour o be a fair estimate on the general run of lumber. On
the complicated patterns of dressing, like celling, partition, drop siding,
and on the more narrow Inmber, like 6-inch and 4-inch strips (of which
a lnrﬁrc amount Is dressed), the cost would increase proportionately.

I have attended many conferences in endeavoring to fix the wage
ecale between the owners of planing mills and the various members of
our union, during which I have heard discusslon as to the cost of dress-
ing, and I know from my intimate and c%e,rxomi knowledge that the
above figures are conservative as to the actual cost submitted to me at
these different conferences.

Yery traly, yours,
i D. D. MULCAHY, President,
Amalgamated Woodworkers’ International Union of America.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President—— !

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York_
yield to the Senator from Maine?

Mr. ROOT. Certainly.

Mr. HALE. Will the Senator let me right here, in connection
with what has just been read, put in some figures given on
this subject as to the cost of dressing lumber in the largest
establishment in the State of Wisconsin?

Mr. ROOT. Certainly.

Mr. HALE. I will read it, because I have read it carefully:

lumber: There is an established price
torc oslinﬁgdm ol D]“ﬁ;ﬁm in Wiseonsin, Michigan, and Minne-
sota in use by all manufacturers. At the present prices of labor It is
hardly enough to cover the actual cost.

Then follows the list:

Surfacing ene or two sides, 50 cents per thousand feet.

Dressing and matching, §1 per thousand feet.

Resawing, $1 per thousand feet.

Dressing and nntchlné and resawing, $2 per 1,000 feet.

Planing miils in the citles that do custom work charge about doable

rices,
AN . E. MACLEAN.

He represents that very great industry, and I trespass upon
the time of the Senator from New York to put this in, because
it is in the line of the figures shown by him.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. ROOT. Certainly.

Mr. McCUMBER. 1With the Senator’s permission, I desire 10
say that what he has guoted there is not the cost of doing this
work, but the price which is charged by a mill expecting to
make a profit, of course, from the customer on any of the work
done in those particular mills. There is a vast difference be-
tween the cost of preducing a thing or deing a thing and the
price that is charged for deing if.

While I am on my feet, I want to suggest to the Senafor
from New York that what his people are mostly interested in
is the question of the differential. Now, has the Senator ever
thought that he might make the differential a little greater by
reducing the tariff upon the rough lumber, instead of increasing
it upon the finished lumber, and that reducing it might give
them the same differential?

Mr., ROOT. Mr. President, I quite agree with the suggestion
made by the Senator from North Dakota, that what interests
this chain of lumber-dressing establishments is the differential,
and that it is of not so much consequence to them what the rate
upon rough Inmber is, becanse they are now and probably will
more and more continue to be dressing rough lamber that comes
from Canada, brought down by the cheap freight rates on the
Lakes,

Mr. McCUMBER. The point I wanted to call to the atten-
tion of the Senator is that while the bill as it came from the
House has reduced already the cost of the raw material in those
mills one-half, it has not reduced, as I understand, the differ-
entials in the Dingley Act.

Mr. ROOT. I so mnderstand.

The Senator from North Dakota has given me two thoughts
to work upon, and I will take them up one at a time.
was in his response to the Senator from Maine as to the figures
the Senator from Maine gave with respect to the cost of dress-
ing lumber, which the Senator from North Dakota suggests is
the price charged by the planing milis for doing the work rather
than the actual cost of doing it.

There came to me, among the many business men who were
disturbed by rumors of a reduction of the differential and who
anticipated the necessity of transferring their business to Can-
ada, a number who were importing the rough lumber and deal-
ing in lumber, but having it dressed by other establishments.
I found by examining them that the prices which they paid to
other establishments located in the same place ran along appre-
clably above the amount of the differential as arranged in the
present Dingley tariff.

But, Mr. President, I happen to have at hand——

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. ROOT. Certainly. .

Mr. NELSON. I wish to call the attention of the Senator
from New York to the fact that the tables furnished us by the
Finance Committee show that the average import price of rough
Iumber was $17.02 per thousand, while Jumber planed on one
side was $12.50 a thousand; planed on two sides, $17.40 per
thousand; planed on one side and tongued and grooved, $15.71
per thousand, and planed on two sides and tongued and grooved,
$17.26 per thousand, showing two classes of dressed lnmber that
are imported and sold at less than the price of lumber not
dressed.
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Mr. ROOT, If the Senator from Minnesota will permit me
to deal with that subject later, I will come to it in a very few
minutes. The explanation of it rests in facts which have already
been stated by the Senator from North Dakota in his former
remarks on the subject,

The second thing which I wish to say regarding the observa-
tion of the Senator from North Dakota as to the price of dress-
ing lumber is that I happen to have on my desk very good evi-
dence that in making those charges for dressing lumber the
lumbermen of our Lake cities are not making an unconscionable
profit. I say I have here evidence—and I think it is the best
kind of evidence it is possible to have—that this business does
not, under the existing differential, make any more profit than
it is reasonable that it should make and that it is necessary
that it should make if it is to continue in prosperity. That evi-
dence is contained in a letter from the secretary of this same
association—the Amalgamated Woodworkers' International
Union. If there is anybody in the world who has an immediate
interest to inquire into the profits a business establishment is
making, it is the man whose wages are regulated by the possi-
bilities afforded by the profits.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President—— .

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. ROOT. Certainly.

Mr. McCUMBER. May I ask the Senator if he does not think
that the books of the company itself would be better evidence of
the profits and the cost in any particular line than the mere
statement of the laborer who is doing the work?

Mr. ROOT. I think if we could have a master in chancery
take up the books and spend six months over them and ascertain
what was the basis of all the charges and credits, he might bring
out a result which would be more satisfactory and trustworthy.
But I do not think, situated as we are, with practically no oppor-
tunity to serutinize the system of bookkeeping, that the state-
ments in the books are quite so valuable as the practical con-
clusion reached by men who are trying to get their wages up
as high as they can.

The secretary of this international union writes in a letter
written from Chicago the 5th of May of this year:

iOn the 1st of last January, when a number of our contracts had ex-
pired—

That is to say, the contracts between the union and the mill
owners— .

On the 1st of last January, when a number of our contracts had ex-
pired, and in bringing up the question of new contracts for our em-
ployees for the year, after a thorough discussion of conditions, the em-
plo‘fers showed us they could not possibly make us any further advances
under present conditions, We are thoroughly familiar with the fact
that if the extra duty which is added for dressed lumber is taken off,
as pmctica.ll{ all of the lumber shipped in here from Canada comes in
the rough, allowing it to come in here dressed would necessarily take
from our members just that amount of work. If the tariff on dressed
lumber is retained, the Iumber will continue to come here in the rough,
giving to the bers of our a iation the work of dressing it here.

Owing to the fact that in most cases the cost of living and cost of
supplies is much less in Canada than in this country, also that the
planing mills in Canada are located largely in small towns where the
cost of house rent would be materially less than it is in the large cities
of the United States, like Milwaukee, Chicago, Detroit, Cleveland,
Buffalo, and North Tonawanda, where at least 80 per cent of the plan-
ing mills are located at which Canadian lumber is dressed when sh plped
into this" ecountry, naturally Canada can dress lumber for some less
cost than this country, and, in addition to that, In shipping lumber by
cars from Canada she would get a great advantage for the reason that
by dressing lumber the welght is materially reduced.

Mr. President, that brings me to another element of differ-
ence, and that is that the cost of handling lumber is entirely
ecaused by the establishment of these great lumber yards and
dressing mills at points on the south side of the Lakes, and that
cost is almost entirely absent where planing mills are set up at
the forests and take the rough lumber as it comes from the saw-
mill. The cost of handling, of transporting, of storing, of piling,
of assorting, of getting it from the vessel to the yard, from the
yard to the mill, and from the mill to the car is estimated, by
ihe gentlemen who have been bringing information to me upon
the subject, at $2 a thousand. By carefully scrutinizing and
comparing, my impression is that a dollar and a half a thousand
is a fair and reasonable statement of the additional cost which
is imposed upon the American dressing mills in the ecities I
have enumerated over and above the cost of dressing Iumber in
Canada, and that is in addition to the cost of the actual dress-
ing, which is treated of in the letter which has been read from
the desk.

Now, let me say a word about the reason why dressed lumber
can be brought into this country cheaper than rough lumber. It
is the reason for the extraordinary figures read by the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr, NeLson], and the fact was mentioned with
his customary fairness of statement by the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. McCumser] the other day. It is that lumber is

transported at a freight rate which is fixed by weight and that
the dressing of Iumber reduces the weight so that dressed lum-
ber can be brought from Canadian poeints to the New York mar-
ket at from $1.16 a thousand feet to $1.47 a thousand feet less
than the rough lumber can be brought.

The differential in favor of dressed lumber established by
the railroads in fixing their freight rate to balance off against
the differential which we establish in this bill to protect and
save our own American lumber yards is as follows:

From Ottawa to New York, $1.16 a thousand; from Georgian
Bay to New York, $1.41 a thousand; from Lakeville, Ontario,
$1.25 a thousand; from Pembroke, Ontario, $1.34 a thousand;
from Cache Bay, Ontario, $1.47 a thousand.

Mr. President, as the basis of these differentials to which
we apply the rule of protection under this bill, the elemwents of
difference in the cost of conducting the business in this country
as compared with the cost of conducting it from Canada, you
have, first, the greater cost of the actual work of dressing as
established by the men who do the dressing themselves. You
have, second, the cost of maintaining the lumber yards and
lumber mills near the great centers of population along the
southern shores of the Lakes. You have, third, the obligation
to pay taxes for the support of our governments, from which the
Canadian mills will be and are relieved. You have, fourth,
the cost of handling, which amounts in this item alone to more
than the tariff differential contained in the Dingley Act; and you
have, fifth, the fact that the differential against the American
mill owner and in favor of the Canadian mill owner in freight
will amount to more than the average differential in the bill.

Under those circumstances, Mr. President, I want to call the
attention of the Senate to the fact that these are no new indus-
tries built up to speculate upon the possibilities of the protective
tariff. I have here a letter from the owner of planing mills in
the city of Ogdensburg, on the St. Lawrence, who says, “1I
have conducted this business for fifty-three years.” This great
business was established as a necessity for the people of the
United States to build up our country. These establishments
furnished the outlet for the forests of the West. The thousands,
the tens of thousands of men who are now at work in these
mills ask for nothing but such legislation as will make the
possibility of continuing to conduct a business that was estab-
lished long before the Dingley Act or the McKinley Act, before
the civil war, before the question of competition with Canada
was heard of. For the necessity of some such protection I beg
to ask the Senate to listen to the words of one of the leading
mill owners of Ogdensburg, who states what I believe to be
truly the condition of mind of the men who are conducting
these great business establishments, He says:

There is not a doubt in my mind that we should have to abandon
our plant in Ogdensburg if the proposed schedule—

That is a schedule which had been reported to reduce the
differential—

There is not a doubt in my mind but that we should have to abandon
our plant in Ogdensburg if the proposed schedule goes Into effect, and
other .mills, such as those at Newport, Vi.; Rouses Point, N. Y.;
Burlington, Vt.; Tonawanda and Buttaio, N. Y.; and many others
similarly situated would be compelled to do likewise.

Personally, I have larger interests in Canada to-day than I have in
the United States. I am a stockholder or a director in the following
Canadian corporations :

Clanedish Lumber Company, at Lakefield, Ontarlo.

Tamagaml Lumber Company, at Callender, Ontario.

Strong Lumber Company, at Toronto, Ontario.

Campbell-McLaurin Company (Limited), Montreal, Quebec.

Cache Bay Lumber Compan:{ Cache Bay, Ontario.

And I should be benefited £ the duty was removed completely on
both rough and dressed lumber, or even if it was cut In half on both
rough and dressed lumber, but, Mr. Hill, we have 500 men in Ogdens-
burg, many of whom «with me have grown gray in the service of this
company, and I ean not see them turned out of employment without
trying to help them. The times of the Wilson bill are so vividly impressed
on my mind that I feel very deeply on the subject, and it is hard
for me to see the philosophy of letting Canadiaps manufacture our
lumber while our own men suffer in enforced idleness.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. ROOT. Certainly.

Mr, McCUMBER. Possibly I did not catch everything that
was in that letter, but, as I understand the position of the
writer, it is that he would be benefited by the reduction one-
half and he would be further benefited if there was no duty
whatever. I wish to ask the Senator how the owner could be
benefited unless those in his employment would also be bene-
fited. In other words, I can not quite understand how that
which would injure the employee would be a benefit to the
employer.

Mr. ROOT. The Senator from North Dakota probably failed
to observe what was said in the beginning of the extract that I
read, It was that this gentleman has larger interests in Can-




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

2313

ada than he has in the United States, and he enumerated half
a dozen Canadian companies in which he is interested.

Mr. McCUMBER. I will state that I failed to hear that.

Mr, ROOT. I think, Mr. President, that that is true in a
great many cases. I think that many of the capitalists, who
are owners of these establishments on our side of the border,
have gone to Canada and have obtained possession of large
lumber interests there, and that the real interest to be pro-
tected here is the community that has grown up about every one
of these establishments; and for the protection of those great
industrial communities, that present as good a type of American
citizenship as can be found anywhere in the United States, I
submit to the Senate that we may afford to give a differential
upon dressed lumber that will amount to at least one-half as
much protection as Canada gives to the men who are dressing
Inmber on her side of the border.

Mr. HEYBURN, Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yvield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. CRAWFORD. Will the Senator allow me?

Mr. HEYBURN. Had the Senator finished?

Mr. ROOT. I was intending to finish, but the Senator from
South Dakota asked leave to ask me a question.

My. HEYBURN. Of course, I am not desirous of displacing
the Senator from South Dakota. I gave notice on Saturday
that I would resume my remarks this morning, but it is not
material if the Senator from South Dakota wishes to ask a
question.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I wish to ask only one question.

Mr. HEYBURN. All right.

Mr. CRAWFORD. The remarks of the Senator from New
York are directed almost entirely to the question of an additional
differential. The gquestion I desire to ask is what reason there
is for serious apprehension that some reduction of the differ-
ential shall be made when the present differential is practically
prohibitive; that is, the importations of finished lumber under
the present differential are very small compared with the im-
portations of rough lumber. So it would seem to me that some
reduction might be made which would not be ruinous, but wounld
result in healthful competition.

Mr. ROOT. Mr. President, may I say two things in response
to that question? One is that there is not an established busi-
ness of dressing lumber to any general extent with which we
have to compete in Canada. The thing we have to fear is the
transfer of business or the building up of mills in Canada to
supply our markets. The other point is that I am assuming
the duty on rough lumber is going to be reduced by Congress,
and of course that will be a reduction of the protection to
dressed lumber as well as to rough lumber. The committee
reports a fixed duty on rough lumber and a duty on dressed
lumber, and the differential must be protection.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I will informally take up
the question that was just being discussed by the Senator from
New York [Mr. Roor] and supplement it by a statement that is
necessarily a part of the question. I suggested on a previous
ocecasion that the cost of dressing lumber did not consist alone
in labor or in the investment or in the items that have been
enumerated. I communicated with a man who is in charge of
the work of dressing lumber, who is responsible for its per-
formance and knows the facts. He writes me under date of
May 12, in response to an inquiry which I made of him. After
saying that on his return to his office he finds my letter on his
desk, he proceeds:

I have noted caret’ullg what you say, and replying to same would
say that we pay freight on the actual weight, and not on estimates,
but I want te go into the matter a little further with you, in order to
show you the loss we are to instead of the gain, in dressing lumber.

While it is true that there is a gain in the dressing of lumber, that
gain is not to us, but to the consumer, as we make prices f. o. b. here,
with the freight added.

Now, to start with, it does cost some labor to dress lumber, but that
is only a small item in the expense of dressing lumber, for the waste
that we have and the drop in grades is very much more important,
and very much more costly bybethree or four times, than what the
actual cost of dressing the lumber is. It would be a great advantage
to the manufacturers of lumber if it could be shipped in the rough.

When you take a dr{ board and surface it on two sides, If there is
a knot in that board that is not absolutely tight and interwoven well
into the fiber, it is sure to be knocked ont of the board, which will
drop that board out of No. 1 common to No. 3. Now, the spread in

rice between those two grades is about $8 per 1,000, and the drop
rom No. 1 to No. 3 amounts to about 17 per cent. The drop between
No. 2 common and No. 3 is greater than between No. 1 and No. 2,
and will easily figure up 25 per cent. While the spread in price is
only about $3 per 1,000, still you can see what an immense less there
is in those two grades in dressing the lumber than in shipping it in
the rough. You take matched lumber, which is dressed on four sides;
the drop in grades would be almost twice as much as the lumber that
was surfaced on two sides, and the spread in price would run between
75 cents to $1 per 1,000 more than the lumber surfaced on two sides,

I bring that in to supplement the items that were given by
the Senator from New York. It will be seen that the necessity

for compensating our lumber dealers upon dressed lumber is
not based alone upon the question of wages or freights. I sug-
gested on a former occasion that the grade of the lumber is
frequently changed by the mere fact of the disclosures made by
dressing it.

Mr. President, that goes to the question of differentials. I
can not add much to what the Senator from New York has said
upon that question, except that I carry on West the conditions
and the arguments to be deduced from the conditions. The
difference between the rough lumber and the dressed material
west of thé Rocky Mountains is greater than it is in the East.
The conclusion of the Senator from New York is well founded,
based upon the conditions existing along the St. Lawrence and
the Great Lakes, but in the Pacific lumber regions every item
enumerated by the Senator from New York is emphasized be-
cause of more expensive conditions as to labor, as to transpor-
tation, and as to stumpage.

Open an account on a thousand feet of lumber in Idaho and
you have these items. It takes the labor of three and a half
men fo produce a thousand feet of lumber in a day. I have
that from those who produce the lumber, I have it from actual
pay rolls and actual names. It is not the estimate of some
bureau nor of some theorists. That makes each thousand feet
of Jumber cost $9.30 in wages—that is, at the saw.

The stumpage in our country costs at a minimum $4 per
thousand. The average freight on the lumber cut in Idaho to
the place of use is $1250. I have that from a table about
which there can be no controversy. I have taken the freights
that were actually paid to the average points of shipment. So
I have that thousand feet of lumber charged up with $25.80
without counting anything for the use of money which repre-
gents the investment in the mills and in the timber.

I was asked recently the average price of lumber in Idaho.
I stated that it was about $20 to $22 a thousand. I was then
asked how we could pay $25 and sell it for $22. I am not at
all surprised at that inquiry, because it would seem to come
naturally. Our lumber is about two-fifths first grade and
three-fifths lower grade. What we lose on the lower grades
we make up on the high grades, because we have a great deal
of lumber that is worth twice $20 a thousand. We have none
that is worth less than $16 a thousand. The high grades make
up the deficiency that would seem to exist between the cost of
producing it and the price at which it is sold. In the white-
pine forests in our State I think you may say that-the timber
that is being cut and has been cut for the last few years will
average five cuts of commercial timber to the tree, 16 feet in
length. Sixteen feet is the standard of length in our country.
Of course, it is cut of all lengths.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. HEYBURN. Certainly.

Mr. McCUMBER. Another question that would naturally
arise to one not acquainted with the lumber business is why
certain grades of lumber should be continually sold for less
than the cost and the difference be made up on the higher
grades. In other words, why could not the higher grades be
sold for a little less and the lower grades be also sold for a
profit? That is a question that would naturally arise at least
in behalf of the consuming trade. What is there in the lum-
ber conditions that requires any part of the product continu-

ously to be sold at less than its cost?

Mr. HEYBURN. The answer is obvious. No man, intelli-
gent and thrifty, wants to engage in the cutting of trees under
conditions which will involve leaving two-thirds of the tree
Iying on the ground unused. All business is made up on the
basis of averages. There is no commercial business in the
world that makes a profit on every item that constitutes the
business. That is egually applicable to lumber. The tree
must be cat down, and when you cut the first cut of it you
cut all of it. You can not cut down a part of a tree. The
tree being down, the question is, How are you going to realize
the best advantage from that tree? We will say that it will
cut lumber for 80 feet of its length. That divides it into
five 16-foot cuts, and I use that because it is a common decimal.
You take the first two cuts and you are apt to have clear
lumber out of them that will sell away above the price that
I have mentioned. The other three will cut lumber that must
be disposed of according to the condition in which you find it
when it comes from the saw. It may be very knotty or not
very knotty; some of one grade and some of another. It is
run through the saw, and the sorting takes place as it is borne
from the saw. The clear lumber goes into piles by itself and
the knotty lumber is put into other piles. The profits must
be based upon a calculation of averages upon that tree.
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Now, our lumber scale is white pine, about two and one-half
to six million feet to the quarter section; that is, to the farm.
They do not count the cedar; they do not count the spruce,
nor the larch, nor other woods. They only count the white
pine in estimating the value of the timber. It is always safe to
say that the other timbers of value are probably as 3 to b.
The average varies.

I have found myself asking the guestion of the Senator from
North Dakota, in my mind, frequently since I listened to his
remarks, as to whether or not, having exhausted the timber of
Canada in twenty years—which, I believe, is the limit given it—
we would not be compelled to resort to our own timber at the
end of that time. I have mever heard the Senator suggest the
condition that would exist after we had exhausted Canada’s
timber; and yet it seems to me that it must inevitably present
itself to us, I hope within the generation of the Senator from
North Dakota.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. HEYBURN. Certainly.

Mr. GALLINGER. I want to ask the Senator where he gets
his statistics that lead him to suggest that Canadian timber
will last twenty years? It is conceded that Canada has not
more than one-third of the timber the United States has: and
it has been contended here that our supply, if we get nothing
from abroad, will not last more than from twenty to thirty
years.

Mr. HEYBURN. Those are not statistics. I would not dig-
nify those by calling them * statisties.” I should have to in-
vent a new name for that kind of prophecy; but I merely say,
taking the statement as it is given, that we are to shut off the
use of our timber and resort to the use of Canada’s timber and
exhaust it, and leave those poor wretches up there to freeze or
to live in tents.

Mr. GALLINGER. Yes; but, Mr. President, what I meant to
suggest to the Senator was that whether they are statistics or
guesses—of course they are guesses rather than statistics—no
one has yet suggested that Canada’s lumber would last twenty
years,

Mr. HEYBURN. I know; but I did not want to present the
picture in its full horrors, you know. I wanted to put it
mildly, and not to send out a message that would bring terror to
the hearts of the Canadians at all.

Mr. President, assuming that within twenty years our present
rate of the use of timber would exhaust the Canadian supply,
then the Canadians will have to come down here to get timber.
It would promote immigration from the north. They would be
compelled to come down here and help us eat up our timber.

O, Mr., President, the whole picture that is drawn resolves
itself into such a concrete mass of absurdity that no reasonable
discussion can be based upon it. All that you can do is to hold
it up and say: “ Look at that picture!” That is all

Mr, President, there is no more probability of exhausting the
timber of this country or of Canada within any period that
can be fixed by any person outside of an insane asylum than
there is that air will be exhausted or vitiated. I have heard
such prophecies. I went over and attended a meeting in the
Congressional Library building here during the last session
of Congress, and I heard a man stand up there and prophecy
evil because of the escape of gases from the surface of the
earth. He had it charted and platted and ecalculated, and he

could tell you how the great supply of gases within the earth-

was being exhausted, as though it had commenced yesterday
and he had discovered the leak, when, as a matter of fact, the
conditions that he was picturing had been going on since the
dawn of creation.

So it is true in regard to lumber and prophecies of the ex-
haustion of lumber. Trees grow, and always have grown. So
we may drop out that question, and bring the question of a rea-
sonable tariff upon lumber down to existing conditions, based
upon the assumption that the conditions are going to exist.
What element of nature has ever been exhausted in this world?
Can any Senator name one? There are a number of them,
an essential part of creation itself, upon which human life has
depended. What one has been exhausted? What one has given
any reasonable evidence of being exhausted? Have we just
reached some period in the world’s history that indicates the
fading out of this great globe and the destruction of the human
race? Such arguments are useful only for the purpose of di-
verting the minds of those who are called upon to consider
them. The real issue, the guestion here is: Shall the people
of the United States control the lumber industry, or shall it be
controlled by the Canadians, who are not a part either of the
Government or of the great human sympathy that constitutes

our Nation? There are two sides to the Nation; there is the

cold-blooded legal country, or nation; and then there is a sym-

gat?etic and patriotic nation. It is the last that protects the
rst.

Mr, President, our annual output of the Pacific slope, as I
said the other day, is two thousand million feet. Are we going
to bring that to an end and stop producing it? To what ex-
tent? How much would the Senator from North Dakota have
us produce? A half, and send half of the wages to some other
country? A quarter, and send only a quarter? Injure our peo-
ple a little, or destroy them altogether? Where is the line to
be drawn? At present we have a rate of duty that barely gives
us the turn of the balance in our favor. The wages that men
are receiving in the woods and in the mills are not claimed to
be exorbitant, are they? Does anyone claim that the wages
should be cut? If so, how much? Would you cut the wages
of the men who work in the mills and in the forests?

I should like to have some statement. Is there any man bold
enough in public or in private life to propose, without the exist-
ence of any extraordinary conditiens, that you shall dock the
wages of the lumbermen at all, or propose a rate to which you
shall ent them? I think not. Is there anyone here so unac-
quainted with business methods as to suppose that you can com-
pel men to continue to employ wage-earners against their will or
upon a basis of profit fixed by law? Does anyone dare to intro-
duce a measure here limiting the profits that a sawmill owner
shall make, that the wholesale dealer shall make, that the retail
dealer shall make, or fo fix a price that the consumer shall
pay? If you can not, if you dare not, propose that, then where
are you going to fix the line? Is it somewhere in the indefinite
cry of “reduce the tariff "—somewhere up in the air or down
under the ground—or can you give figures for it, and say, “ Youn
shall sell your lumber for so much a thousand, you shall pay
so much a thousand for stumpage, you shall pay so much a
sack for flour, and you shall pay so much a day for wages?"”
Does anyone want to see this Government on that basis? Is
there anyone here who can tell where to apply the knife to cut
away what he claims to be the superabundant private benefit?
‘Where will you do it? In the price of stumpage? You can not
compel any man to sell it. In the price of labor to the man
who cuts the tree? He will make his terms with you or he will
quit work. In the profit of the mill? The mill will shut down,
like the great Lewis mill in our country is shut down and stand-
ing idle to-day, and another one as great on Puget Sound, with
boards nailed over the windows.

Mr. President, I am not making these remarks to go out to
the country. The circulation of the CoNgresstoNar Recorp is
not great enough to reach to all corners of the country. The
daily press does not appreciate the importance of public ques-
tions to that extent which tempts them to send out the discus-
sion of this question. I prefer to talk to the Senators who are
to consider and vote upon this measure, and I suggest that
there is not a quorum of them present.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Idaho suggests
the absence of a quorum, and the Secretary will call the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

aldrich (clraevem o GoreG : Iﬂ.verman
acon ra ﬁxenh,e m age
Bailey Cullom Hale Penrose
Beverldge Cu Heyburn Perkins
Borah Curtis Hughes Piles
Bradley Daniel Johnson, N. Dak, Rayzner
Brandegee Depew Johnston, Ala. Root
Briggs Dick Jones Scott
Bristow Dillingham Kean Shively
Brown Dolliver La Follette Simmons
Burkett <un Pont Lo mith, Md
Burrows Elkins MeCumber Smith, 8. C
Burton Flint Martin moot
Carter Foster Money Stephenson
Chamberlain Fragzier Nelson Sutherland
Clap ¥rye ewla: q erro
Clnrg, Wyo. Gallinger Nixon Tillman
Clay Gamble Oliver Wetmore

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Seventy-two Senators have an-
swered to the roll call. A guorum of the Senate is present.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I was asking some questions,
and there was no Senator present who seemed inclined or able
to answer them. I thought, perhaps, with a larger attendance
I might get an answer to the question as to what per cent of the
$120,000,000 in wages paid in the lumber industry in this coun-
try you propose to eliminate, because the amendment to which
the discussion is now directed certainly does propose to eliminate
some part or all of it. I want to know whether you are going to
take it off of the per diem or eliminate the individual factor
in it.

I also inquired, in the absence of some of you, how many of
these mills, and which ones, you were going to silence? Were
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you going to silence the mills on the Pacific slope or the mills
in the South or the mills in the North? The proposition will
silence them, some or all; and I should like some one who
stands sponsor for this measure to suggest how much of the
wages paid are to be transferred to the Canadian mills and
how much are to be retained, because the merchants in this
country and the farmers in this country have got to adjust
their next year's business to the conditions that will confront
them, and if, instead of paying $120,000,000 in wages, you are
only going to pay $50,000,000, they have got to reduce their busi-
ness and their stock and their hopes, and they will reduce their
bank account. If you are going to run a thousand mills, in-
stead of three thousand, the men who have the money invested
in those mills will be interested to know if they are among
those to be eliminated from the field of active industry.

If you do not answer these questions here, you will have to
answer them when the election day comes around and you
want to hold up to the people the fruits of the Republican party
and its methods of governiment.

I have been going up and down this country for thirty-six
years, telling the people as the elections came around that the
Republican party stood for protection, and for a measure of
protection that would keep the foreigner out of the fields of
competition. If $2 will keep him out, it does not follow that
a tariff of a dollar and a half will do it. If you are voting
for a dollar and a half, or going to, because you simply want
to make a reduction without calculating the basis upon which
you make it, you will afford no protection; and less than pro-
tection is as bad as none, not only in lumber but in every other
field. ’

The Republican party objected to the horizontal eutting down
- of the tariff because it must inevitably in many schedules
cut below protection. A duty of $4 is of no value at all if it
takes $4.25 to constitute protection. Just dare go back to the
American people, after the support they gave you last fall, and
tell them that you have abandoned the principle of protection
and have adopted the principle of compromise or something
else,

Mr. President, the farmer will be inquiring “ where is the
market for my produce, the market that I had last year in the
hundred thousand camps of men who were engaged in the Imm-
ber trade?” The lumber industry is the second largest item in
the farmers’ market, and when he asks “ Where is this market
that I had on election day?” and you say to him, as you must
if you do this thing: “ Why, those people are not at present
engaged in any employment; they have no reserve with which
to buy your produects, and you will have to either carry them
over or not produce them.” He will respond: * I sowed this field
of wheat, I planted these crops under the promise of the Repub-
lican party that it would maintain the conditions that would
insure me a market.” Then, what will you say? *“ Well, we
only reduced the duty slightly; we only shut off your prosperity
a little.” You might as well be choking a man, and, merely be-
cause you do not choke him to death, excuse yourself for par-
tially choking him beeause you do not completely do it.

Mr. President, I feel that the hour has come when those in
this Chamber who stand for the principles of the Republican
party, and not for experiments, have got to stand up and speak
up for the Republican party and its principles.

A few months ago a great wail came up from off in the dark-
ness and the dust of discontent, which always exists in the
minds of the minority. Probably some one may have said,
“What is that great clamor; what is all that noise about?”
“ Why, it is the shout of the people for a revision of the tariff.”
Well, they did not stop to inquire what people or what element
of the people. Some one said, “ It is a cry of the people; ” and a
few Republicans, then in temporary control, got scared; but
those who had fought in the ranks of protection and Repub-
leanism knew and told them that that ery came from the dis-
contented Democracy, not discontented because the conditions
of the country were not prosperous, but discontented becanse
they were not in power and in office; and they were trying to
scare the Republican party so that it would take to the woods
and abandon Republican principles; and I saw then that the
cause of that fear and dread, while it may seem harsh to say
it, was that the offices seemed to be slipping from them. But I
have been a good while in politics, and I think I may safely say
that that ery found its echo first in the minds of those who were
afraid that the Republican party was not strong enough or
strongly enough inclined to keep them in office or to put them
there; but the old stalwart wing of the Republican party

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DorLiver in the chair).
Does the Senator from Idaho yield to his colleague?

Mr. HEYBURN., 1 do.

Mr. BORAH. I do not want to be placed in the position of
delaying the proceedings here, but I think this measure is im-
portant enough so that if we are to consider it at all, we ought
to consider it all together, and I suggest the absence of a
quorum. e

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Idaho sug-
gests the absence of a quorum. The Secretary will call the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names: °

Aldrich Clay Gallinger Overman
Bailei Crawford Gamble Page
Bankhead Culberson re Penrose
Beveridge Cullom Hale Perkins
Borah Cummins Heyburn Piles
Bradley Curtis Hughes Root
Brandegee Danlel Johnston, Ala. Scott
Briggs Depew Jones Bhively-
Bristow Dick Kean Simmons
rown Dillingham . La Follette Smith, 8. C,
Burkett Dolliver McCumber Smoot
Burnham du Pont McEnery Stephenson
Burrows Elkins Martin Sutherland
Burton Flint Nelson Taliaferro
Carter Foster Newlands Tillman
Clap Frazier Nixon Warner
Cln.ri’. Wryo. Frye Oliver ‘Wetmore

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-eight Senators have re-
sponded to their names. A quorum is present. The Senator
from Idaho will proceed.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, when the absence of a quo-
rum was suggested, I had started to say that the stalwart wing
of the Republican party stands for no partial measures, stands
for nothing less than protection that protects, stands for noth-
ing less than a discriminating tariff that shuts the foreigner
out of our market so long as our own people can supply it;
and at Chiecago, when that fear and fright came over those who
were making the platform and caused them to promise, in the
hour of their fright, that they would be good according to
Democratic principles and the Populist cry, and said: ** Oh,
yes; do not strike us; let us have the power; we will call a
special session even; we will do anything; we will promise you
to revise the tariff "—and some of them have gone so far as to
say that they promised to revise it downward—the Republican
party was not all at that convention.

The stalwart Republican sentiment took up the banner that
was unfurled by that convention, and carried it forward
throughout this country to victory; not upon the promise that
they would abandon Republican principles, but upon the prom-
ise that they would keep their pledges according to the faith
and the measure of Republican principles.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Minnesota ?

Mr. HEYBURN. I do.

Mr. CLAPP. I simply want to ask the Senator now whether
he wants hereafter to recall the suggestion that the promise in
the platform was made through a sense of fear.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I have had that celluloid
question asked me about forty times, and I have answered it in
my own way. I understand the question to be in substance, Do
I intend to stand for the Republican platform ?

Mr. CLAPP. No; I do not mean any such thing. )

Mr. HEYBURN. Then I will be glad to hear the Senator's
statement of it.

Mr. CLAPP. Nor do I ask now for the Senator’s interpreta-

" tion of that platform; but I ask him now, and eall his attention

to it, whether he wants hereaffer to recall the suggestion that
that promise was put in the platform from a sense of fear by
the men in eontrol of that convention.

Mr. HEYBURN. I do not care, Mr. President; I am not
afraid of ghosts——

Mr. CLAPP. Very well.

Mr. HEYBURN. I do not care where I meet a statement
of mine, in the day or in the night, or where or I meet it, if I
have made the statement.

Mr. CLAPP., Mr. President, I hardly think that would bear
analysis. The other day, in the heat of debate, the Senator did
make the statement which, wken it was challenged, he claimed
the right in a measure at least to modify- %

Mr., HEYBURN. The Senator is mistaken about that.

Mr. CLAPP. Now, if he means to stand by the proposition
that that was put info that platform by the party managers
from a sense of fear, I want him to realize it, because that is
in the last analysis preeisely what was meant by the statement.

Mr. HEYBURN. Fear of what?

Mr. CLAPP. I do not know or care.

Mr. HEYBURN. Very well, now; I will repeat my language
as I used it, not as the Senator quoted it. I said: * Fear that
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they would not get nominations, or that they would lose office.
¥Whoever were responsible for it were either there, or supporting
men who felt that way.,” Is that plain enough?

Mr. CLAPP. I will discuss the question later.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr, HEYBURN. I do. ;

Mr, CLARK of Wyoming., The matter has been brought up
several times as to the verdict of the people upon the revision of
the tariff. I should like to suggest to the Senator from Idaho,
if the verdict in the last election was not a verdiet, that the
tariff should be revised according to the Republican system of
protection, rather than revised according to the Democratic
system of a tariff for revenue only.

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes, Mr. President; and the verdict was
something more. The verdict of the American people was “ We
will trust the Republican party; we will trust it according to
the measure of its wisdom, in convention or out, and we know
that when it comes to act responsibly, it has always given us
good results; ™ and had the people in the convention promised
other things in that platform, only a fraction of the Republican
party was there, and the people knew the Republican party
well enough to know that even though, inadvertently, it might
make expressions that sounded badly, it could be trusted in the
hour of its responsibility.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
¥ield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr, HEYBURN. Yes.

Mr. CLAPP. I want to remind the Senator that before this
thing is through he will be confronted by the proposition that
the people trusted the Republican party with a promise which,
according to the Senator's own statement, was made from a
sense of fear.

Mr. HEYBURN. I beg pardon. I was interrupted by a col-
league, and did not hear the Senator’s remark,

Mr. TILLMAN. Will the Senator allow me to ask him a
question? X

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes.

Mr, TILLMAN. In this happy family which we find on that
side of the Chamber, we discover that those people who have
timber which they want to cut and manufacture into lumber
are clamoring for a tariff, while those who live on the prairies
and in the States where the timber is exhausted are clamoring
for free lumber.

Mr. HEYBURN. I do not find it

Mr. TILLMAN. Well, I find it; and I think the Senator
will find it before he gets through.

Mr. HEYBURN. I do not find it.

Mr. TILLMAN. What is the matter with our friend from
North Dakota [Mr. McCumeer]? Is it not because North Da-
kota has no trees?

Mr. HEYBURN. I think I will not become personal in regard
to the Senator from North Dakota, because I can refer to my
own State. More than half of it is not forest, but plains and
valleys.

Mrs.. TILLMAN. I know that, but I am speaking about those
States where they have no trees at all, practically.

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes. I think I will leave the Senator from
North Dakota to make his own case. I .am mot here to attack
him.

Mr. TILLMAN. I am not attacking him. I am just asking
the Senator to explain the inconsistency in the Republican camp.

Mr. HEYBURN. The fact is, I am holding the floor for a few
minutes, at least——

Mr. TILLMAN. It is really an antagonism of personal and
local interests.

Mr. HEYBURN. Well, Mr. President, I have seen some evi-
dence of that in the votes and action of other Senators besides
those referred to. I am holding the floor, for the few minutes
that I shall occupy it here, to express myself upon the guestion,
YWhat is the protection to which the Republican party is pledged?
It is not to protect the individual who happens to be in a posi-
tion to protect himself. It is protection that is universal in its
application. It is not a local question, as has been said. It is
a general principle, with local application, and that is troe of
every law that we have passed.

I know the vote that is to be taken'is merely as to whether
or not there shall be any duty on lumber, but I claim the privi-
lege of occupying the attention of the Senate for a reasonable
time upon these guestions which seem to me important; and I
make these remarks in order to recall to the minds of Senators

the faet that because we are asked at this time to vote between
free trade and protection there is behind it all, and there will
be behind it within a few hours, the guestion What measure of
duty will afford protection? It is my intention, so far as I
may, to speak and vote for the retention of the existing duty on
lumber. The people in that part of the United States who are
most interested in it demand it. Even though at this time it
is merely a vote as to whether it shall be free trade or some
duty yet to be fixed, I have thought fit to present these ideas.
I did not do it to attack the Republican party. I did it to sound
the bugle call to bring real Republicans to the front—men who
are Republicans from principle, always Republicans, and are
never found fighting under any other banner.

Mr. President, I will defer any further remarks until this mat-
ter shall come before the Senate on a question as to what duties
shall be levied upon lumber and the products of it.

Mr. BURKETT. Mr. President, before the amendment of
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCumeer] is put to
the Senate for a vote, I desire to submit a few remarks in
support of it. I have listened with a good deal of interest to
the addresses which have been made on this subject for the
last two or three weeks, and had I had opportunity earlier in
the session I should have made more extended remarks upon
this snbject than I shall now. I am going to promise to the
chairman of the committee, who I know is anxious to get a
vote, that I will not detain the Senate more than a few minutes.

Mr. SCOTT. I suggest the absence of a guorum, Mr.
President.

Mr. ALDRICH. I hope the Senator will withdraw that
suggestion. $

Mr. SCOTT. The Senator from Nebraska does not want to
speak to empty benches.

Mr. BURKETT. Do not make the suggestion.

Mr. SCOTT. I withdraw it.

Mr. BURKETT. In my opinion, there is a guorum here.
I would rather have the guorum that is here than to try to
get some one else who would not stay.

Mr. President, while I listened to the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. HeyeurN] to-day complaining of the attempt of some
of us to place this article on the free list, I looked over the
free list, and I found that that list has not been made according
to the theory the Senator from Idaho suggested.

1 find, if I can read the free list aright, that it is not made
up according te any particular theory, but according to the
exigencies of each particular case and the emergencies of the
occasion. I find a good many things on the free list that come
into competition with things that are manufactured and pro-
duced here. I wish also to call the attention of the Senate to
the fact that even in this bill the committee have placed on the
free list fence posts and kindling wood, which are very impor-
tant items of lumber production.

I find also on the free list—and it has been there for a good
many years—binding twine. We all know it comes into compe-
titiop with our manufactures, and, in fact, has driven them out.
But it has been because the Congress at some time have believed
that it was for the best interest of the greater number that
binding twine should be placed upon the free list rather than to
protect a factory or two here or there which might be interested
in manufacturing it.

"1 also listened to the remarks of the Senator from New York
[Mr. Roor] this morning, pleading for some local industries up
in his State, and I realize their importance to the particular
towns that the Senator from New York suggested. But while
the Senator from New York was speaking upon the importance
to those towns and to the men who were employed in thcie
factories of having the rough lumber brought into Ameriea and
here planed and dressed, I took out our book of imports and I
found how insignificant, after all, was that little planing-mill
industry to the great lumber industry of the country which we
are considering in this bill.

I call attention to these facts, because in making a tariff bill
we must consider the best interests of the greatest number of
people of this country. In my opinion it is of more importance
to the people, it will build up more industries, and it will enable
the people to support more industries, if they can have their
lumber cheaper.

As T listened to the remarks of the Senator from Washington
[Mr. Prues] a few days ago——

Mr. BORAH. Mr., President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Benator from
Nebrasgka yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. BURKETT. Certainly.

Mr. BORAH. Would it inconvenience the Senator to state
what industries it wonld start to take the duty off of lnmber?

Mr. McCUMBER. It would build homes.
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Mr. BURKETT. I will say that I might not be able offhand
to give a great number of industries which might be startefl. It
would suffice nothing if I did. In making a general statement
one may not always be prepared to particularize. But I do
undertake to say that there are many articles on the duotiable
list of this bill, where, if they could be admitted at better rates,
more favorable rates, other factories would be started. Of
course it may not always be advisable to do it. Free iron ore
would start some iron factories. Of course, as has been sug-
gested to me, we could at least perhaps build more homes if we
would bring in more lumber.

Mr. BORAH. That is a generalization. There ought to be
some facts submitted to support it.

Mr. BURKETT. Of course, I realize that it has been com-
bated all the way through here that reducing the tariff would
make cheaper lumber, and yet we have had on the free list for
a long time logs. Why was that? Now, they propose, as I
understand, to reduce the tariff on rough lumber. I am one of
those who believe that by putting lumber on the free list it will
reduce the price of lumber to the consumers in this country,
and if it does not, I am here to ask the question which I asked
the Senator from Washington several days ago, when he was
making his speech: If it will not reduce the price of lumber,
why are the people representing those States wherein the lum-
ber is located so much concerned about the proposition to re-
duce the tariff?

Mr, BORAH, Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield further to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. BURKETT. I do.

Mr. BORAH. The people of the Northwest are concerned for
the reason that they would not get the price. The price would
not be reduced, but it would be paid to Canadian manufacturers
instead of American manufacturers.

Mr. BURKETT. Of course, that is only an assertion.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. BURKETT. I do.

Mr. NELSON. T desire to say to the Senator from Idaho
that the price would be reduced, and it would not be reduced
for the benefit of the Canadians. Our lumber manufacturers
import logs from Canada and saw them in this country. They
get them in free of duty, and they sell that lumber to us at
just the same price that they ask for lumber made from our
own logs.

Mr. BORAH.
moment——

Mr. BURKETT. Certainly.

Mr. BORAH. The Canadian manufacturer has been shipping
lnmber into thig country for the last seven or eight years, and
has had the advantage of $7 or $8 a thousand, but he has been
gelling it to the American consumer for the same price that
the American manufacturer has; and it is not fair to presume
that he would cease to have that same ambition to put the
money in his pocket if he had $2 more advantage of the
situation.

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator from Nebraska yield?

Mr, BURKETT. Certainly.

Mr. NELSON. I wish to tell the Senator from Idaho that
on the northern boundary of our State there are mills that
make a business of sawing our lumber and shipping it to Win-
nipeg and selling it in competition with Canadian lumber. The
large share of the lumber sold in the eity of Winnipeg, the
metropolis of western Canada, is lumber made in the State of
Minnesota.

Mr. BORAH. I am not concerned about what the man in
Canada gets his manufactured lumber for. But the Senator
fails to sustain his position that the American consumer will
get it any cheaper. That is the only man about whom I am
concerned.

Mr. NELSON. If he shall not get it any cheaper, what effect
would the removal of the duty have?

Mr. BORAH. The duty keeps the operation on this side of
the line instead of on the other side of the line.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I suggest the enforcement of
the rule.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To what rule does the Senator
from West Virginia refer?

Mr. SCOTT. The rule that Senators shall address the Chair
and get the permission of the Senator entitled to the floor before
interrupting.

Tihe PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Nebraska
had yielded to interruptions, as the Chair understood it.

Mr, BURKETT. I had yielded.

If the Senator will permit me for just a

I have risen particularly to-day, I will say, to impress upon the
Senate—and it is along the line I have tried to suggest a time
or two heretofore—that in making this bill of 1909 we ought at
least to bring it up to 1909. When I asked a question of the
committee the other day as to why a certain rate was made, it
was suggested that it was in the Dingley Act, and I insisted that
that was not answer enough to satisfy me. Conditions might
have justified the Dingley rates ten years ago that do not now
exist. And in making a bill to-day, it seems to me, we ought to
consider conditions as they exist to-day.

For example, logs are on the free list. We stopped bringing
logs into this country long, long ago in any important guan-
tity. Long ago the logs that could be cut and floated down into
this country—and that is the only means of transportation that
is practicable to bring them in here—were cleared away, and
logs on the free list have not been of any consequence to the
people for a good many years. A little later on——

Mr. ELKINS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from West Virginia?

Mr. BURKETT. I do.

Mr. ELKINS. The importation of 782,000,000 feet of lumber
for which we paid $15,000,000, American money, did not seem
to affect the price one way or the other. The importation was
at the rate of $19 a thousand, and that was the price in this
country and it was maintained.

Mr. BURKETT. The importation of what—logs?

Mr. ELKINS. No; lumber.

Mr. BURKETT. Oh! :

Mr. ELKINS. Rough lumber came into this country at $19 a
thousand feet, and that was the market price.

Mr. BURKETT. Yes.

Mr. ELKINS. They paid the duty and must have made some
money, or they would not have shipped it in.

Mr. BURKETT. Very little came in.

Mr. ELKINS. It did not reduce the Canadian importations
of it, for which we paid $15,000,000. It did not reduce the price
of lumber.

Mr, BURKETT. A very small percentage of what we use, as
I stated a moment ago, and it cuts very little fizure in the
price. We have now gotten way beyond the proposition of rough
lumber.

Mr. ELKINS.
rough lumber.

Mr. BURKETT. I will vote to reduce it on rough lumber
and finished, too, I will say to the Senator.

Mr. ELKINS. On the rough lumber it is just as the Senator
stated. He admits that it did not change the price. Why pay
out this $15,000,000 of American money, good money, and take
it away from the employment of thousands of people and pros-
trate American industries by giving up the $15,000,000 when
the price did not go down? The price was $19 a thousand. You
may look at all the statistics you want on the subject.

AMr. BURKETT. Mr. President, as I was about saying, when
we put logs on the free list, and that was a good many years
ago, it might have been possible to float them down the river,
but conditions have changed since that time. By and by, instead
of being able to flcat the logs down the river, when the timber
got farther back from the streams, they had to manufacture
it to meet the requirements of the transportation facilities. It
was quite natural under the protective theory that the rate on
finished lumber should be higher than on rough lumber. But
to-day we have gotten as far away from the rough-lumber
proposition as we are from the log proposition. There is scarcely
any such thing as rough lumber any more. The dealers do not
handle it, and the manufacturers finish it on one or more sides.

You can not buy a stick of rough lumber to-day in the retail
yards of the Mississippi Valley, and that eondition has pre-
vailed for ten years. Why? Because the lumber manufac-
turers have found that it is more profitable to handle finished
lumber than rough lumber. They have found that they save
more in freight rates than it costs to finish it. So when you
reduce the rate on rough lumber and leave a differential on.
finished lumber you are begging the entire question, because the
rough lumber is not of any importance in the lumber contro-
versy aside from a few localities like those the Senator from
New York spoke of a few moments ago. There is no use re-
ducing the tariff on rough lumber when nobody uses it or can
buy it. If you want to bring the bill up to 1909 include in your
reductions finished lumber—ithe kind we are now using.

In my opinion this differential on finished lumber is simply
a humbug. Very plainly speaking, it is a travesty upon the
entire proposition. If we are going to reduce the tariff on any
sort of lumber, let us reduce it upon the kind of lumber we are
consuming in this country.

I hope the Senator will vote for a duty on
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The two great propositions that the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. PiLes] raiged in his remarks the other day have
been carried through this entire debate by those who insist on
keeping up this tariff. They are the only arguments that I
have heard made in favor of the present schedules. The first
was the cheap lumber waste bugaboo, and the second was the
cheap labor competition that he says this country has to meet.

If I have been able to read the evidence contained in these.

hearings right, the men who are interested in this matter
of a tariff on Inmber are the men who own the stumpage in this
country. As I stated the other day, the men who have ap-
peared before the committee advocating a high tariff on lumber
have mostly been stumpage owners. I believe I asked the
Senator from Washington if that was not a fact.

Mr. PILES. Mr. President——

Mr. BURKETT. Perhaps I can anticipate the Senator’s re-
ply. He said that the State of Washington was a large timber
owner also. Was that the question he was going to suggest?

Mr, PILES. I did not guite understand what the Senator
said. I understood the Senator to say he asked me some
question which I did not answer, and which has not yet been
answered. I did not understand what the question was. I
did not hear the Senator plainly. The Senator can tell me
just what the question was. I did not hear him.

Mr. BURKETT. I asked the Senator from Washington the
question whether or not it was not entirely a stumpage propo-
gition in this country.

Mr. PILES. That is the question?

Mr. BURKETT. Yes.

Mr. PILES, I thought I answered the Senator very clearly
when I snbmitted the resolution of the Shingle Weavers' Union,
for instance, representing some 14,000 men ; a telegram from the
president or secretary of the State Federation of Labor, rep-
resenting some 25,000 men; the resolution of the legislature of
the State of Washington; resolutions from the commercial
bodies of that State, in which it was shown that the removal of
the duty would very greatly injure the business and the labor of
the State.

Certainly it is not a mere contest between stumpage owners,
It affects about 110,600 men in one State who are engaged at
labor in the business, and some 500 ships that are fitted up on
the Pacific Ocean to carry lumber. It affects the entire busi-
ness interests of the whole country.

Mr. BURKETT. I thought I had at hand here, but I have
not, a statement from a paper from the Senator's own State
upon that exact point. Perhaps later on I will find it. It states
that it is a stumpage question.

But I do not want to go into that. I was only referring to
it in passing. As I have gone through the evidence that has
been taken by the Ways and Means Committee upon this
question, I have observed that practically every man who
appeared before that committee has been interested in stump-
age.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President—

Mr. BURKETT. I will yield in just a moment. I doubt if
anybody believes that whatever shall be done with this Inmber
schedule that our mills will not go on manufacturing lumber
just as they have in the past. They may not be able to credit
as murh on their stumpage accounts as they would if they
did not have competition with Canada, but in my opinion
every mill will go on manufacturing lumber and every labor-
ing man therein will be employed as fully and at as good wages
as he has been given in times past.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. BURKETT. In just a moment. Only two or three
weeks ago, in coming in on the train, I met a man who is
manufacturing lumber and interested in the lumber business
in many ways and in many places throughout the country.
He was interested in mills in at least three different sections
of the United States.

He revealed to me the startling information that at that
+time his company was making lumber and selling it at less
than the stumpage price; that the price of stumpage was forced
up to such a point that they could make more money selling it
as stumpage than as lumber. But they were compelled to
keep the machinery going and to sell at the prevailing prices of
lumber. Now I will hear the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. 1 was going to say, in order to be exactly
accurate as to the witnesses who appeared before the Ways
and Means Committee with reference to the question of stump-
age, it should not be overlooked that most of those who ap-
peared against the duty own stumpage in Canada.

Mr. BURKETT. As I said the other day in a running debate
I had with the Senator from Washington [Mr. PrLes], I thought

it very probable that this guestion was a good deal of a con-
test between the men who have stumpage in Canada and the
men who have stumpage in Ameriea; but inasmuch as I believe
by favering the man swho has stumpage in Canada we would
help the consumer of lumber in this country, I am willing to
help the man who has stumpage in Canada, if it does help
him any. .

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator fromr Ne-
braska yleld to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. BURKETT. Certainly.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator has answered my question by
saying, when it is between the Canadian and the American, he
will vote to favor the owner of Canadian stumpage.

Mr. BURKETT. Yes; the Canadian stumpage owner.

Now, I want to read some letters in response to the first ob-
jection to reducing the tariff that has been made, and that is
the cheap-labor bugaboo. When the Senator from Washington
was making his admirable address the other day, I called at-
tention to the testimony of some of the witnesses upon this
question. But since the Senator's address I have had called
to my attention several statements made from those who are
working in mills to show the contrary to what the Senator said
with reference to the employment of oriental labor in Canada
and in the northwestern part of the United States.

On page 3130 of the hearing there is some evidence that I
did not succeed in ealling to the Senator’s attention, and that
is as to the effect that the interior or mountain mills of British
Columbia have 60 per cent of the Iumber-producing capacity of
the Province, and out of 4,000 men in the mills, and perhaps
8,000 all told, employ not to exceed 400 Orientals.

I also had ealled to my attention by a prominent lumberman,
after the close of the debate on that day, that the Fraser River
Mills, at New Westminster, the largest in the Province and
on the coast, too, about a month ago replaced all their Orientals
with whites, and before that time only 13 per cent of their
pay roll went to Orientals. The whites will be paid more money,
but are considered cheaper in results.

I want, also, to read a letter which has come to a Senator
upon this question. It is written by an employee in one of the
mills and is in direct response to the statement of the Senator
from Washington that there is no oriental labor employed in
the mills of Washington and Oregon. I will state that he has
requested that his name should not be made public, but the
Senator can =ee the letter at any time he wishes. I will read it,
but I will not use the name of the writer.

Mr. PILES. I have never said that there were no Orientals
employed in the mills of Washington.

Alr. BURKETT. The Senatfor laid a good deal of stress upon
the different kind of labor that was employed in the mills in
Ameriea and the mills in British Columbia. and he said it was
beecause of this oriental labor, the cheap labor that was used
over in British Columbia that they could not use here in
America, that we could not compete on an equality with the
finished lumber coming into this country from Canada.

AMr. PILES. If the Senator will permit me right there, I will
explain that situation to him. It is estimated by those who
know that out of the hundred and ninety thousand men em-
ployed in the lumber and shingle business on the Pacific slope
there are between 1.500 and 2,000 Orientals employed. There
are, I am reliably informed, no Orientals employed in the mills
in the cities of Washington.

Mr. BURKETT. Let me read to the Senator this letter, be-
cause it quotes what I recollect the Senator did say:

Sin: Seelng in to-day's Post-Intelligencer, of Seattle—

It was evidently published in the Senator's own town
paper—

Seelng In to-day's Post-Intelligencer, of Seattle, that Senator PiLEs,
of this State, estordaf made p statement that “only two mills In
this State employed oriental labor,” may I be permitted to offer my
own personal experlence?

I have worked In mills both inside and ontside of the * association,”
as the monopoly is generally termed here, and the following mlills are
gtill employing Japanese help, viz: St. Paul and Tacoma Mill Com-
pany, Tacoma, Wash. ; Wallace Lumber Company, Startup and Beattle
(Mr. Startup, one of the owners, is a prominent assoclation official) ;
the Atlas Lumber and Shingle Company, McMurray and Seattle, Wash,
{Mr. Patten, the owner In part of the Atlas Company, I8 universally
detested by the white laboring men of this State on account of his Japa-
nese proclivities. Besides being one of the foremost of the association, I
think he is one of the high officials). These I know are associntion
mills, whilst I can not say for the following: Page Lumber Company ;
Eagle Gorge Mill, King County, Wash. ; Kent Lumber Company, Barneston
and Seattle; the big mill at Mukilteo, near Everett, Wash. ; the Hewitt
& Lea Mill, at Wilburton. close to Seattle; the Minnesotn Lumber
Company, at North Avon, SBkaglt County, Wash., offices at Mt. Vernon,
same county ; a small mill at Fredonla, within 2} miles of the preceding
one; the hf mill at Gold-Bar, near Startup, offices at Seattle; whilst
the Puget Lumber Company, operating mills at Port Gamble and Port
Ludlow, employ Chinese cooks and Japanese help in the kitchen. There

EAP U S SR L e R e Ry A TR T et e B i et e et




%
. /

1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. .

2319

m.-e also Japs worklng near Napavine on the Northern Paecific Railroad

ween Tacoma and Portland; also at Fidalgo near Anacortes,
Rksgit County, Waah. (I do not know if these two are working, but
I know that all the above are really oriental propositions.) There are
several more that I could give, but I have only given those which I can
personally vouch for.

Now, I am handed another letter this morning, and I will say
I will not give the name of the writer, but the Senator can see
the letter. It is writfen in the handwriting of the author:

Senator S. H. Pn.zs of Wuhlngd-ton. undertook to inform you that
your information was ncorrect. that there was only two mills in
the State employing Ja He undoubtedly knew that he was mis-

representi matters to you, or else he was w ignorant of the
conditions in the State he is O Tepr t. There is no ques-
tion but that a large number of the mills employ Ja}mnm here, prob-
ably a majority of them, altheugh I ean not say positivel I will give

:[ ou the names of a few concerns near te Seattle whe I know do employ
apanese.

Then he recites here five different concerns that are employing
all the way from 30 up to 200 Japanese in each mill. He pro-
ceeds :

If the lnumbering interests of this State were afraid of the com
tion from the Canadians, Is it not rather ningular that this
should ship hundreds of cars of Iumber to Winn uﬁg and northnest
Canada annupally and compete with Canadians in r own territory?
The tariff on lumber has not benefited anyone but the few lumber mill
companies, as the wages of lumbermen are lower in this State and
Oregon than they are British Columbia.

Then he finishes up the letter by stating that he is an employee.

Mr., PILES. Will the Senator permit me? In the remarks
which I made to the Senate on the lumber question I do not
recollect having said anything about the number of Orientals
employed in the mills in the State of Washingion. In inter-
rupting some Senator who some days before had spoken upon
this subjeet, I remember stating that there were, according to
the information I had, but two shingle mills that employed
Orientals in the State of Washington. I do not know how I am
quoted, for I have never looked up my remarks in that inferrup-
tion, but what I had reference to was shingle mills. It is ad-
mitted in the testimony before the Ways and Means Committee
that there are some fifteen hundred or two thousand Orientals
employed in the States of the Pacific coast out of the 190,000
men employed." It would be ridiculous to say there were only
two mills that employ them. My information is that there is
not a mill in any of the cities in the State of Washington that
employs Orientals. They are employed to some extent in the
ountside mills. The mill the Senator has mentioned is not in a
city. It is on land owned by the mill company, in Kitsap
County. A number of the mills doubtless employ Chinese cooks
and help around the camp, and in several of those mills they
employ Orientals aectually in millwork. There is no doubt about
that, but that amounts to nothing as compared with the number
employed in British Columbia.

Now, I have here an estimate of the number employed. It is
insignifiecant as compared with what is employed in British
Columbia. On that point I should like to read just one or two
telegrams. Here is a telegram I should like to submit:

SeEaTTLE, WASH., May 16, 1909.
Hon. 8. H. PiLEs, Washington, D. C.:

Less than 2 per cent of men engaged in lumber industry in this State
“ﬁ gr!entam. most of these in cargo mills in competition with Canadian
m!

CHARLES R. Casn,
President Washington State Federation of Labor.

I assume the president of the State Federation of Labor ought
to know all about this matter. It is his business to investigzate
and look into it. Since I made my remarks in the Senate on the
subject of lumber, some days ago, he has, I should judge from
the following telegrams, been investigating the question with
considerable care:

VaxcouveER, BRITISH COLUMBIA, May 19, 1909.
Hon. B, H. PrLEs, Washington, D. C.:

Personally investigated lumber and shingle mills, Vancouver and New
Westminster ; 90 per cent of employees Orientals.
CHARLES R. CASE,
President Washington State Federation of Lﬂbm’

Here is another telegram, dated May 22, from Vietoria, Brit-
ish Columbia, which I will read:
VicTortA, BriTisn CoLuMBIA, May 22, 1909.
Hon. 8. H. PiLes, Washington, D. 0.:

Over 90 ger cent of Iabor employed in sawmills on Vancouver Island
are Orientals. No self-respectlng white man can live or work in open

competition with t
CHARLES R. CAsE.

Mr. BURKETT. Mr. President, in my opinion——

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Dvoes the Senator from Nebraska
¥ield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. BURKETT. I do.

Mr. BORAH. Will the Senator give the name of the party
who wrote that letter?

Mr. BURKETT. I said before I read it that the writer asked
that his name be not made public. The Senator can read the
letter, if he wishes to dosso. I will not publish the name of the
writer. He is employed, I will say, in these lumber mills, and
he has not wanted his name made public. He is not in a posi-
tion to have it done, and I will not take the liberty to give it
out. I so stated before I read the letter.

But I was about to say, Mr. President, I have only referred
to that, not intending to go into any particular diseussion over
it to-day, because we went into it at some length when the
Senator from Washington was addressing the Senate two or
.three weeks ago. I read it only for the purpose of showing
that, while there may be some oriental labor employed in Can-
ada, there is also without doubt some oriental Iabor employed
in the State of Washington. I only wanted to use it to impress
the fact that the more you go through this evidence and the
more information you get, it demonstrates the proposition that,
so far as the cost of production is concerned, we can produoce
lumber here in the United States without any fear of any com-
petition with Canada except alone from the one guestion of
stumpage.

That brings me back fo the statement I made a moment ago,
that, in my opinion, the stumpage men are the people who are’
interested in this question, and if the tariff goes off of lumber
it does not mean that a single mill is going to stop in this coun-
try; it does not mean that a single man is going to be thrown
out of employment, but if does mean, perhaps, where there is
cheaper stumpage in Canada to compete with the stumpage in
Ameriea that the stumpage men on this side of the line are
going to have to take something less for their stumpage.

A moment ago I tried to find a clipping from the Washington
Herald, from the Senator’s own State. I want to read it now.
It is from a paper that advocates protection and from a paper
that is interested, because it is in that section of the country
and because it says it is interested in this lumber gquestion. I
want to read it to the Senate, as it shows exactly the position
of one who writes there on the ground.

The Northwest is e's;gecj.nll:r interested in the lumber-tariff issue, and
there are lumbermen who are already telling what disastrous things will
befall the lnmber industry of this section if the new tariff schedule, con-
sisting in the main of a reduction in the duty of 50 per cent, goes into
effect. The Northwest certainly wants to see nothing done tn in ure the
lumbermen, but we cnn see no sense n widespread amity howling. If
the policy of some of lumbermen is to *“throw a scare" into the
Northwest, it is ill advised, for it only results ln a teeltng of Industrial
nnrest and uncertalnty that is disconeerting to all business Interests,
and, we believe, it Is unjustified.

All residents of Everett and of the Northwest hww what a few years
have done to the loggers of this section. as made more men
wealthy in a shorter time than has any other bnmch of the lumber in-
dustry or any other business In which men of the Northwest are inter-
ested. The r¢, who have acquired much of their timber at low
prices, are the kings of the lumber business. T have dictated prices,
boosting them nnoemmnnkmnly when they wished, and those mills buy-

ng in the open market, and that means the majority, have been com-
pdled to pay the price or go out of business.

Then, omitting some, the article goes on to say:

Bearing that fact in mind, it is hard to see why the loggers can not
msﬂy absord that tariff reduection, or at least the larger portion of it.

r logs will mean cheaper lumber, that, if we are threatened with

mdim produet, will be able to meet the latter on the same com-

nsmlhre footing they hnld at resent. It can’'t be denled that lumbe:r
rices are high, and that is at has raised the cry of the Mississi

‘alley States for free !umber Let the loggers pay their share of

fnme and not seek to convert Washington's greatest natoral resource
nto wealth in a few short years and the price of Iumber will drop, we
can stand the proposed tariff reduction, and the cry for free lumber
from the Middle West will cease. It is a biz question, but its solution
along the line of the tariff bill under no circumstances means
the destruction of the lumber industry. At the worst it will bring abeut
a readjustment. It Is better for the Northwest to have a reduction in
the lumber tarif now than be called upon to faee a time when the great
majority eof the country, in a way that can't be refused, demand free
Ilnmber, and unless something be conceded at this time, that day will
come,

While that article does not go as far as I should like to go
and give free lumber now, nevertheless, coming from a paper
published in that section of the country, and a Republican paper
also, it does justify me in the position which I have taken, that
the propesition which eonfronts us here is the proposition of the
logging interests of this country.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President—

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska
¥ield to the Senator from West Virginia?

Mr. BURKETT. I do.

Mr. S8COTT. I merely want to ask the Senator—I presume
that his object is to get a lower rate on lumber for the people
of the Northwest—does the Senator think if we should take
the duty entirely off lumber that would accomplish that result
or not?

Mr. BURKETT. In my opinion, it would; and what T have
read, if the Senator recollects, from the article published in this

| paper in the Btate of Washington, also reenforees that state-
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ment. There is in these tariff hearings—I am not going to
take time now to read them, for I am not going to talk long—
there is in these hearings abundance 6f evidence to show that
the opening up of our markets to Canadian lumber does mean
cheaper lumber to the consumer, at least it will help to prevent
the greedy stumpage men from forcing lumber higher. But if
that is not true, then I ask why this great lobby, which has
been here in Washington trying to prevent the reduction of the
tariff on lumber? If it will not reduce the price, why the op-
position from the Senators from States representing those in-
dustries? As I said a moment ago, in my opinion, this is not

going to close a single mill in this country. I should not want-

to see a mill closed. .

But America is to-day competing with all the world. I have
a list of countries here showing that we are sending lumber to
all the world. We are competing with Canada everywhere else
on earth; and yet we are afraid that we can not compete with
her here in America. In my opinion, there is no logie in that
sort of a proposition, and we can not sustain ourselves in
making a tariff bill and imposing a high tariff upon things in
which we can compete successfully, and are competing in all the
.markets of the world, with the very nation that we seem to be
most fearful of,

The other great proposition that the Senator from Washington
laid stress on was the question of low-grade lumber. His argu-
ment was that free Inmber meant destruction of the forests;
that we could not use the low-grade lumber, and that would go
to waste.
into this discussion with that letter of his, stating that protec-
tion was needed to conserve the forests, the free-lumber proposi-
tion was in great deal better shape, to say the least, than it has
been since.

I want to suggest, however, that Mr. Pinchot oceupies on this
guestion exactly the same position that all the great stumpage
owners occupy when they give their evidence, Mr. Pinchot con-
trols the greatest amount of stumpage of any man in this coun-
iry; he controls the greatest amount of stumpage of any man in
the world. He has been here before Congress year after year
asking for more appropriations fo look after the great timber
reserves. We have seen that proposition of his combated vigor-
ously here on the floor of the Senate. Nevertheless we have
granted him the money to care for the forests and extended his
authority until to-day he controls more stumpage than any
human being. Very naturally Mr. Pinchot wants to make a
good showing, he realizes that he must accomplish something
out of these forests that he has undertaken to control; and in
his official position he is as anxious to get as much out of the
stumpage he controls for the sake of his record in this matter
as the men who privately own stumpage. So I say all of them,
from Mr. Pinchot down to the State of Washington, down to the
men who have testified in their private capacity, they are ail
stumpage owners, and they are interested in forcing up the price
of stumpage in this country.

I have, however, been interested in observing how the press
of the country received the judgment of Mr. Pinchot. I picked
up the other day a paper from a town in Florida commenting
upon the position that he took. I understand they are in favor
of a tariff on lumber down there. But they considered his
contention as a joke. Speaking of his article, the paper said:

FROM A TREE STANDPOIRT.

Any idea that 2 man nurses all the time ultimately looks bigger to
him than all else out of doors, Gifford Pinchot has written a letter
on the tariff to Chairman Payne of the Ways and Means Committee,

Mr. BORAH. Mr, President
Mr. BURKETT. Let me read this through.
continues :

He holds that the fundamental gquestion at issue in the lumber tariff
is forest conservation. Mpr. Pinchot Is chief forest conservator. If
it had been his business for years to take care of tadpoles, he would
declare the fundamental question at issue in the drainage discussion
was the conservation of tadpoles.

When Mr. Pinchot combats the idea that a removal of the duties on
lumber would preserve cur forests, he is fighting a windmill. Nobody
who has thonght of the subject thinks it would. Why, then, do men
use such an argument for free lumber?

We do not know by what process of reasoning Mr. Plinchot arrives
at the conclusion that a removal of the duty on lumber would not
benefit the consumer. If this is true, it is strange that sawmill men
are making such a fight to retain the duty. If a reduction of the duty
would not reduce the price to the man who buys, surely it would not
reduce it to the man who sells.

Now I will yield to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. I want to ask the Senator from Nebraska
whether he takes the position that the duty on lwmber, or the
taking off of the duty, would conserve or not conserve the
forests? As Mr, Pinchot's views are not answered, neither are
they supported. I simply want to know the Senator’s position.

My, BURKETT. Mr. President, if taking the duty off of

The article

I submit to the Senate that until Mr. Pinchot came

lumber will bring lumber into this country, in my opinion it
will save that much of the forests here. Of course I understand
the position taken by the Senator from Idaho and the Senator
from Washington. When the Senator from Washington was
making his address the other day and was speaking of the fact
that there would be so much waste low-grade lumber, I asked
him the question: * What is going to prevent this low-grade
lumber being manufactured? Is it competition in the same
grade from Canada, or the reduction in price of what is pro-
duced in the United States?” And, Mr, President, that question
never was answered. What is going to stop the manufacturing
of low-grade lumber in this country? Is it going to be the
competition of low-grade lumber from Canada, or is it going to
be the reduction of the price in the United States?

The Senator undertook to say in reply that they had a differ-
ent kind of process of buying stumpage in Canada; that they
buy their stumpage according to what they use, and that in the
United States they had to buy the whole tree. Therefore, if
that means anything, in my opinion it means that they would
only use the best part of the stumpage, because that is all they
would have to pay for; they would only make the highest-priced
lumber, and that is the lumber that we would have to compete
with. In my opinion, one of two things is true: Either this is
going to reduce the price of Iumber to the consumer, or the
people who are producing lumber in this country are not going
to be injured either in the production of second-grade lumber or
in the production of first-grade lumber,

Mr. President, I want to speak particularly on one point, and
then I am going to close, and that is upon the matter of the
differential. There may be a reason, perhaps, for putting a
tariff on lumber; but, in my opinion, there is no longer a valid
reason for putting a differential tariff upon finished lumber.
That is only giving the manufacturer a bounty for doing what
is profitable for him to do. For example, I have here some
quotations of lumber prices of a certain lumber manufacturer.
It quotes lumber to be shipped at a certain price, with freight
prepaid. Then at the bottom of the price list there is a foot-
note, which adds this:

If you need rough lnmber, add $2.25 to these prices.

This shows that the lumber manufacturers can furnish finished
lumber cheaper, and would rather do it, than rough lumber.
Yet we are imposing a differential, a higher duty on the finished
lumber than we are imposing upon the rough lumber.

As I said a moment ago, originally the log was of importance
in making up this schedule, and when we wanted to give the
manufacturer a little advantage we excluded logs and put
them on the free list. But now we can not bring in any logs.
Then we wanted to force as much manufacturing to be done in
this country as possible, so, away back in 1872, we put an addi-
tional tariff upon finished lumber; that is, we let logs in free
and rough lumber in cheaper than finished lumber. But to-day
finished lumber occupies the same position in the market as
rough lumber did then. This has all been brought about by
the manufacturer for his own benefit. Let me tell you how. I
can remember, twenty years ago, when the lumber producer
cut down the size of his lumber. The 2 by 4 he cut down to
12 by 3%, or thereabouts. He cut down the 2 by 6 to 1} by
about 54, and he made the same prices. He made money by
sa;ring lumber and selling those reduced sizes at the same
prices.

It went on a little further, when the lumberman again
wanted to raise his income without apparently raising his
price. So he conceived the idea of selling lumber and pre-
paying the freight. Until about a dozen years ago, when a
lumber dealer in a local town bought lumber, he bought it at
the factory and paid his own freight to the point where he
gold it. But about a dozen years ago the manufacturer
changed his plan of selling lumber and agreed to ship it to
the local dealer and prepay the freight. They added the price
of the freight to the price of the lumber; and in order to
make money on that operation they started to plane off one or
two or more sides of that lumber. In doing this they reduced
the weight and saved on the freight. As has been shown by the
price schedule to which I have referred, it is worth two dollars
and a quarter more to them to send lumber before it is dressed
than it is to send lumber after it is dressed. They have done
that thing as a money-making proposition. It is not a thing
they have to do; it is not a thing that it is particularly desir-
able that they should do, to plane off the 2 by 4, to plane off
the fencing, and dress the other lumber they have sent out;
but they do it as a money-making proposition. In my opinion
it is wrong; it is a travesty upon the justice of things to put
on a tariff to protect those men in the doing of that on which
;h:g: are already making from two to three dollars a thousand

e




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

2321

There is one question on which you can not fool the people.
Every farmer who buys lumber in my State or in any other
State realizes that he ean not buy rough lumber if he wants
to. He must buy planed lumber, and he knows he must buy
it because it is of advantage to the men who produce the
lumber to make that dressed lumber, and he knows that this
higher protection is for doing a thing that the manufacturer
is making money to do and which it is to his advantage to do.
Therefore, I ask, why at the same time should we protect him
two or three dollars in addition to the profit he already has
by dressing this lumber? :

Mr. President, I think I have nothing further to add to this
debate. It has already extended over considerable time. I am
not going to combat the Senator from Idaho [Mr. HEYBURN]
as to what different men in their campaign speeches may have
said with reference to the revision of the tariff. I suspect, from
what I have heard here, that a good many different positions
were taken upon the proposition of revising the tariff in the
last campaign. Out in my section of the country I know we
believed that revision meant a revision downward wherever- we
could do so, without injury to our American industries, I do
not believe, however, that our people understood we were going
to reduce the tariff to an extent that would distress our manu-
facturers or close any of our factories; but I do believe that our
people understood that inm the twelve years since the Dingley
bill was enacted conditions had so changed that some indus-
tries that needed protection a dozen years ago would need less
now ; and that the revision of the tariff in the main was to be
a revision downward. But I will not speak generally of it, be-
cause that would probably bring on a controversy.

I am going to say, however, that, so far as lumber is con-
cerned, that one item, above all the other items of the four
thousand included in this bill, was singled out in every county,
in every town, in every campaign speech that was made during
last fall, and our people did hope that the tariff on lumber
should at least be reduced.

I took that position, not because I believed in free trade gen-
erally, but because I do not believe a reduction will hurt the
industry, and because I believe that for the greatest interests
of the greatest number in this country we ought to put lumber
on the free list, just as our predecessors put binding twine on
the free list, just as they put broom-corn on the free list, just
as they put ice on the free list, and oil cake on the free list;
and just as this commiftee themselves have put fence posts and
kindling wood on the free list, and also cedar and lignum-vite
and some other kinds of woods. In my opinion, responding to
the demand of the greatest good to the greatest number, we
ought, in justice, put all lumber on the free list up to the stage
that it appears in the lumber yard for the use of the average
consumer in this country.

Mr. TILLMAN, Mr, President, will the Senator from Ne-
braska inform me why it is, although we were told the other
day that there were only five razor manufacturers in this
country, that 80,000,000 Americans were compelled -to pay
those five fellows a tribute and increase the price of razors,
if you are going to put lumber on the free list. I am going
to vote to put lumber on the free list, but I just wanted to
understand the contradictions in the reasonings and the argu-
ments on that subject, if possible.

Mr. BURKETT. I did not understand the Senator’s question,
if it was a question.

Mr. TILLMAN. I say it was brought out the other day in
the debate that there were only five men in the United States
manufacturing razors, and yet the duty on razors was held in
the bill by almost the solid Republican vote,

Mr. BURKETT. Mr. President, let me say with reference to
the proposition of making razors, that the evidence showed that
four-fifths of the razors that were cousumed in this country
were made over in Germany. When that is the condition with
anything that America ought to produce and can produce, I
would be in favor of putting a tariff on it and making them
come to America to manufacture razors or anything else.

Mr. TILLMAN. What about the *greatest good to the
greatest number?” That is all that provoked me to make the
inguiry.

. Mr. BURKETT. In my opinlon, as I said a moment ago, it
would be to the greatest good to the greatest number to put
Iumber on the free list.

Mr. BORATML. Mr, President, the question asked by the Sen-
afor from South Carolina [Mr. Trimax] of the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Burkerr] illustrates the unfortunate position
of the man who thinks as a protectionist and argues as a free
trader. The great foes of the protective policy have always
been within the ranks of protection—those who would make an
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exception in favor of or against a particular industry. Such
men overlook the fact, or, seeing it, ignore the fact that, as I
said the other day, unless the policy of protection is a system it
can not be justified at all. There is no way either in constitu-
tional law or in morals by which you can properly lay a tax
to sustain an indusfry or to enable an industry to live when
otherwise it could not live, and thereby, in a sense, to tax one
individual for the benefit of another, except upon the theory
that as a policy or system it develops our natural resources,
diversifies our industries, gives employment to the different
dispositions and desires of men, and creates and maintains a
home market. Upon any other theory, the protective system is
a privilege—a wrong, if not a fraud—and those who argue for
the free-lumber schedule must do so with the full knowledge
of the fact that they are presenting an argument which under-
mines the whole superstructure of protection.

If the farmer can ask for free lumber or free anything which
he buys, the man in the mill, whether manufacturer or laborer,
has the same right to ask for free articles which he purchases,
because it must be a comnceded fact that to single out any one
particular industry and take off the duty is, in all probability,
to lower the price of the product of that industry fo the con-
sumer. For further illustration, if good old New England, the
home of protection as well as of culfure and wealth, should so
far forget herself as to demand free hides, the western rancher
and the western farmer would have a right in return to demand
free saddles, free harness, free shoes, and free everything else
that is made out of hides; and we arrive pretty soon, Mr. Presi-
dent, at the point where the great French economist and the
most subtle of logicians, M. Bastiat, would have placed us
years ago, and that is a condition of freedom of exchange with
each other and with all the world.

There are those who contend that, after competition has been
driven from the field in a particular industry, protection should
be taken away from that industry. I am inclined to agree with
the proposition that *you may maintain that position if you
have the evidence to disclose the fact that competition has been
driven from the field, because in such an instance the protec-
tion must necessarily to some extent be a burden, without the
corresponding power of competition to lower the price to the
consumer. But I would only follow that rule, Mr. President,
in such instances as where the competition had been removed
and where it was in all probability not to return.

Those who argue for free lumber, therefore, must do so
upon some legitimate basis consistent with the policy of pro-
tection, or they must be satisfied to stand forth and argue for
free lumber upon the same basis that nine-tenths of the sched-
ules could be argued against so far as duties are concerned in
this bill. The real question is whether or not the removal of
the duty from lumber will lower the price to the consumer, or
rather whether or not the lowering of the duty on lumber will
still retain the industry and yet lower the price to the con-
sumer.

The American farmer will not appreciate the eulogies which
are delivered upon him here in this Chamber unless some result
in a practieal, positive way accrues to him, because the Ameri-
can farmer is a very practical citizen; in other words, he will
not appreciate the eulogies which have been pronounced and the
discussion of the denuded hillsides unless,*as a result of that, he
can maintain his home market and still have his lumber cheaper
than he has it to-day.

Mr. President, there has been a peculiarity about this discus-
sion upon the part of those who argue for free lumber. One
class of the advocates of free lumber insist that it will conserve
our forests.

Mr. McOUMBER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Carter in the chair). Does
the Senator from Idaho yield to the Senator from North
Dakota?

Mr. BORAH. T do.

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator says that the northwestern
farmers will not be satisfied unless they can have their lumber
cheaper than they have it to-day. I think that I can speak.for
them, and I will say that they will be satisfied if they can hold
the price down as low as it is to-day. They will not be satis-
fied if it again mounts to the price that it was two years ago, or
three years ago, or four or five or six years ago. They are
practically satisfied to-day; and their efforts are to conserve
our own forests and to allow an amount of lumber to come in
that will check the tendency to a very rapid rise in price the
moment that we get back to normal conditions.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I do not propose to indulge in
a controversy with the Senator from North Dakota as to what
the farmers really want, because I know he is an expert upon
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that subject, and he perhaps is better informed than myself;
but I am perfectly willing to present this matter upon the
basis which he has just stated.

I was going to say, Mr. President, that the arguments of
those who are contending for free Iumber are imvolved and,
if I may say so, with all due respect to the gentlemen, some-
what eontradictory. One class of them insists that it will
conserve the forests; that every time you cut down a tree in
Canada it indicates that a tree upon the American side will
be preserved; in other words, that the lumber interests here
will not use up very much lumber, and the forests of the
American side will not be used to such an extent as they will be
if the duty upon lumber is maintained. That must necessarily,
Mr. President, be upon the theory that the American forests
are not going to be used; that the tree is going to be permitted
to stand. If that is true, it necessarily reduces the source
of supply, which is the basis of the argument of those who
insist that lumber will be cheaper because we have broadened
the source of supply.

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NELsoN] presents the facts
which show that free lumber will widen the source of supply
and thereby reduce the price to the eonsumer. The Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. McCumBer] presents the facts, equally
conclusive as presented by him, that it will not reduee the price,
but will have a tendency to conserve the forests.

In my opinion the facts are against them upon both those
propositions. I might leave it by simply calling the attention
of the Senate to the fact that yom ean not conserve forests and
utilize them ; and you ean not reduce the price, in my judgment,
unless you broaden the source of supply, unless you allow the
competition which must necessarily exist between the American
manufacturer and the manufaeturer abroad.

The Senator from Minnesota, a few days ago, in speaking of
this matter, used this language, and it is the basis of all other
arguments which take that position:

The i Valley,
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tariff ; and whenever they referred to a revision of the tariff they meant
a revision downward and never a revision upward.

Those who advocate a duty npon lumber in this Chamber do
so under the strict interpretation of the Chicago platform. We
do not ask for any deviation either from the letter or the spirit
of that platform; and we are perfectly willing, in our contention
here, to accept any and all interpretations of that platform
which were placed upon it when the ecandidates for the high
office of the Presidency were interpreting it before the people.
No one will contend that anyone interpreted the platform adopted
at Chicago to mean the destruction, the impairment, or the
jeopardizing of any industry for which it was necessary to have
protection in order to preserve it. I want to read here a state-
Eaent from the President, made during the canvass, in which

said:

I come now to the questlon of the tariff, its revision, and its rela-
tion to the unlawful trusts. The Dingley tariff was adopted immedi-

ately after the election of Mr. MeKinley. B8ince that we have
passed through the Spanish war and have had a deeade of Emaperity
and an increase and expansion of trade unexampled in the history of

this or any other country. The Republican &rmc!ple of the protective
tariff is, as I understand it, that th h the customs-revenue law n
tariff should be collected on all impo roducts that compete with
American products which will at least equal a difference Iin the eost of
production in this ceufftry and abroaeg, and that proper allowance
should be made in this diference for the reasonable profits to the Ameri-
can manufacturer. The claim of protectionists—and it has been abun-
dantly justified in the past—is that protection secures a high rate of
wages and that the encouragement it gives to the home ind operat-
ing under the influences of an energeiie com tion between Ameriean
manufacturers induces such improvement in the methods of manufacture
and such eeconomies ng to reduce greatly the price for the benefit of the
Amerlean public and make it possible to reduce the tariff without de-
priving the manufaeturer of needed protection and a good profit.

The present business system of t couniry rests on the protective
tariff, and any attempt to change it to a free-trade basis will certainly
lead only to disaster.

Now, Mr. President, that was one of the noted speeches of the
campaign, in which the platform upon which the candidate was
standing was interpreted—as the President understood it; and
in sustaining our pesition, as we can, we are perfectly willing to
accept the platform in its literal interpretation, as that inter-
pretation was made before the great masses of the people who
passed upon it.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. BORAH. I will

Mr. GALLINGER. Will the Senator permit me to read an
extract from the speech of acceptance of the Iepublican viee-
presidential candidate?

Mr. BORAT. I will

Mr. GALLINGER. The distinguished gentleman who at pres-
ent presides over this body was likewise on the Republican

ticket as a eandidate for the high office of Vice-President. This
is his utterance when he was notified of his nomination:

First, then, let me say that T am a protectionist. I am sufficiently
practical to value the utility of a fact higher than the beauty of a

ry. 1 am a protectionist because experience has demonstrated that
the application of that principle has lifted us as a Nation to a plane
of prosperity above that ocecupied by any other people. 1 especially
commend that plank of our platform which promises an early revision
of the tariff schedules. That pledge will be fulfilled in an adjustment
bhased in every particular upon the broad prineciples of protection for
all American interests; alike for labor, for capital, for producers and
eonsumers. The Dingley bill when enacted was well adapted to the
then existing conditions. The developments of industrial prosperity
in a deeade, which in volume and degree have su our most
roseate ﬁcmwm& have =0 altered conditions that in certain details
of sched no longer in every particular mete out exact jus-
tice to all. In this readjustment the principle of protection must and
will govern. Such duties must and will be imposed as will equalize
the cost of production at home #nd abroad and Insure a reasonable
profit to all American interests. The Republican idea of such profit
embraces not alone the manufacturer, not alone the capital invested, but
all engaged in American production, the employer and the employed,
the artisan, the farmer, the miner, and those engaged in transportation
and trade; broadl{ gpenking, those engaged in every pursult and call-
ing which our tariff directly or indirectly affects.

I thank the Senator for permitting mwe to put this into the
RECORD.

Mr. BORAH. A great deal has been said, Mr. I'resident, in
this Chamber and elsewhere with reference to the meaning of
the Chicago platform. I am one of those who believe that the
Chicago platform meant an honest and faithful revision of the
tariff, and that that revision was understood in the public mind
to be a revision downward, but always within the lines of suffi-
cient protection to American industries and American labor.

This, Mr. President, did not mean, as was so often pointed
out during the campaign by the President himself, but that
there might be instances in which it would be necessary to raise
the duty in order that the principle of protection might be pre-
served; but undoubtedly it did mean, in a general way, that
when the duties could be lowered, within the policy and prin-
ciple of the party of proteetion, that that should eccur, and that
rule should be-adopted and carried out in good faith.

But, Mr. President, there was nothing better understood by
the great mass of the American people during the last eam-
paign than that there should be no injudicious, indiscriminate,
or unfriendly attack npon the underlying and fundamental prin-
ciples of the protective policy. There was nothing better under-
stood than that whatever revision should take place by the
American Congress should be within the light of that great
principle and within the integrity of that principle. The peo-
ple understood that just as fully and just as completely as they
understood that they would take hold of the tariff and under-
take to adjust irregularities and abuses which may have grown
up in the last ten years. They had an opportunity to pass
upon this question. It was directly presented. It was accentu-
ated, not only by the platforms but by the candidates them-
selves. One of the candidates had been reared in the school of
protection. He was pledged to the policy, and it was under-
stood that whenever he directed the revision of the tarifff it
would be in the effort to preserve the protective policy with
reference to all these industries. 2

The other candidate had been reared in the school of tariff
for revenue only. Both candidates were pledged to revision.
One of them was a friend of protection, the other was an enemy
of protection; and the American people said, with an over-
whelming voice, “ Give us revision, but give it to us by the
friends of the American protective policy, in order that it may
be preserved as the Republican party has preserved it in this
country in the last fifty years.”

If they had been desirous of having a revision here which
should ignore the protection of American industries, they had
an opportunity fo cast their votes in accordanee with that
desire. They did not do so, which meant, wher there is fair
interpretation of the platform, that the American people wanted
revision; but above all and beyond all they wanted the great
policy of protection preserved in the industrial system of the
United States. .

There never was a time, Mr. President, when the protective
principle was so universally accepted, North, South, East, and
West, as at the present time. We have our matters to adjust
and conditions to meet; high prices, and those incidents and
things which have been discussed here; but it is not yet the
belief of the majority of the American people that you can
meet those conditions and adjust those situations by tearing
down the barriers and removing the walls, g0 that the foreign
manufacturer may take pessession of the American market.

There never was a time either, Mr. President, in my judgment,
when it was so essential and so necessary carefully to guard the
protective prineiple as it is to-day. All duties should be lowered
which can be lowered and the policy and principle of protection
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preserved ; and so far as I am concerned, I am perfectly willing
to meet this timber schedule, or any other schedule which is
presented in this Chamber, upon that basis; but when it is con-
tended that the American people understood that in this question
of revision we should ignore that principle, an effort is made to
insert in that platform something which was never there, and
which no one ever conceived of. No man went into the country
where I lived, or any part of it, and advocated the doctrine
which has been advocated in this Chamber as the principle
which should prevail in reference to revision; that is, that it
should be downward, regardless of the principle of protection.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. BORAH. I will

Mr. CLAPP. I have spent a great deal of time trying to re-
main in the Chamber and have read speeches to which I did not
listen, and have not yet heard anyone on this side insist upon
any such claim. If there is any claim here that the tariff should
be revised ignoring the prineiple of protection, I should like to
have that claim located. It certainly has not been uttered while
I have been in the Chamber, nor has it appeared in any speeches
from our side that I have read.

Mr. BORAH. Well, Mr. President, of course I do not know
just how the Senator interprets the language of the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. NerLsox] when he said here a few days
ago that the protective policy was building up the monopolies
of this country and that timber should go upon the free list.
I do not know how the Senator interprets the language of the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCumeer] when he says
that an industry that employs 800,000 men should be turned
over to the foreign mauuéacturer.

Mr. CLAPP. Will the Senator pardon an interruption?

Mr. BORAH. Always.

Mr. CLAPP. T have listened to the speeches of my colleague
and to the speeches of the Senator from North Dakota, and I
do not reeall either of them suggesting that an American in-
dustry should be turned over to foreigners. It is true, and I
think the Senator will agree to it, that if there are monopolies
in this country, they may have grown up; and if they grew up
within the last ten years, thery may have grown up under an
unduly high protective tariff. But this building up of a man
of straw for the purpose of having the exercise of striking him
down does not, in my mind, conduce to the settlement of the real
question, and that is, How much tariff is needed in order to
preserve, in the present instance, the timber industry or any
other industry of the country?

Mr. BORAH. I would not refer to the colleague of the Sen-
ator from Minnesota as a man of straw. I think he made the
statement I said he made, and any fair interpretation of it is
to that effect.

Mr. CLAPP. I ask the Senator from Idaho if my reference
to a supposititious case of striking down a tariff could be fairly
interpreted as a suggestion from me that my colleague is a
man of straw——

Mr. BORAH. Obh, no.

Mr. CLAPP (continuing).
the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. BORAH, Obh, no; not at all. I am aware that the Sen-
ator from Minnesota does not regard his colleague in that light
at all. He referred to what I had said as being the building
up of a man of straw, while I had drawn it from the lips of his
colleague. He can draw his own inference,

Mr. BURKETT. Will the Senator permit me to ask him
whether the fact that a Senator advocates putting the rest of
Iumber on the free list indicates that he is against the pro-
tective policy any more than putting fence posts and kindling
wood and cedar and lignum-vitee and mahogany and rosewood
and the others that the committee have already put on there
indicates that they are deserting the protective tariff policy?
They have already put on over half of them, at least, by name
on the free list. We are only insisting that they put on the
rest, the lumber that we use, We do not use much rosewood
in the Missouri Valley. We do not use much lignum-vite and
mahogany out there; and by name they put on two or three
times as much on the free list as we want to put there; and
because we ask that the rest go on the free list we are branded
as free traders and as abandoning the protective policy. Why
should we thus be branded, when the committee themselves have
done what they have, and yet disclaim that they are free
traders?

Mr. BORAH. If the Senator from Nebraska will prepare an
amendment putting those articles on the dutiable list, I will
support it.

And warranted the response of

Mr. BURKETT. The Senator does not answer the question,
but he turns around and asks something else.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from Nebraska admits—of
course he knows—that none of the woods to which he has re-
ferred is produced in the United States, and that no American
industry is affected by their being on the free list.

Mr. BURKETT. The Senator from West Virginia brought
in a box full of samples of some kind of woods which, I under-
stood him to say, were included in this list.

Mr. ALDRICH. Brierwood for making pipes; but that is
an entirely different proposition. These hard woods are already
on the free list, and no American industry is affected by it, and
the comparison made by the Senator he must himself admit has
no relation to this matter.

Mr. BURKETT. We produce fence posts and kindling wood
in this country, certainly.

Mr. BORAH. I do not object to the Senators proceeding, but
they should do it in an orderly way, that I may keep run of it.

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NerLson] a few days ago
said:

My objection to the duties levied upon lumber rests upon the funda-
mental fact that it Is fostering and building up one of the greatest and
worst monopolies in the country.

I thought, Mr. President, when I heard that language that I
had heard it somewhere before. I was like the member of the
legislature, either in Massachusetts or Arkansas, or some other
good State, who heard the Lord's prayer by the chaplain, when
the session was opened, and said he was certain he had heard
it somewhere before.

It has long been a contention in this country that the pro-
tective policy builds up menopolies. It has not usually come
from this side of the Chamber. It has usually been presented
with a great deal of effect from the other side of the Chamber.
But I want to say that if that is true, if it does build up monop-
olies or if the legitimate result of it is to build up monopolies,
this bill should be sent back to the committee and reconstructed
upon a different basis entirely; and it will be very difficult after
this doctrine, this new revelation by the Senator who has been
lately to the island of P’atmos, goes out to the American people
to sustain the protective policy before the people of this country.

It has been advocated since the day when some people charged
Alexander Hamilton with promulgating it for the purpose of
protecting the moneyed interests of the country at that time.
It has been advocated upon every political battlefleld from 1860
to the 3d of November, 1908, and it has been as successfully
met not only by the argumenis of the men who do not admit,
but as successfully met by the judgment of the great American
jury—the men who vote in this country.

I turned back to find the source of this argument, which has
been submitted from this side of the Chamber, and I find, among
others, the statement of Roger Q. Mills in the great debate of
1888. He said:

It builds up palaces; it concenirates wealth; it makes great and
Eowertul magnates, but it distribotes none of its beneflcence in the

omes of our laboring poor.

Mr. McMillin, discussing the proposition, said:

While the Government has thrown 13 its tariff walls without, monop-
clists have joined hands within for the purpose of putting up prices
and plundering the people through the devices known as * trusts,”
“ pools,” and * combines.”

Mr. Wilson, who was afterwards the father of the Wilson
bill—a bill which will be remembered in this country a good
while after to-day, said:

Similar trusts are springing up constantly In the articles protected
by your tariff and beneath its favoring shelter.

I have quite a list here which a friend has gathered from the
columns of a single great paper—the New York Times—but I have no
time to read them to-day.

I might quote indefinitely the arguments which were made
in 1888, in 1894, and which to an extent prevailed in 1804. It
was precisely the argument which the Senator from Minnesota
has submitted against the second greatest industry in the
United States.

Now, let us see the answer to that. Thomas B. Reed was
one of the giant intellects of this country. He was not only an
adept in legislation, but he was a statesman. He did not pos-
sess the art of popularizing himself as some men of lesser
ability did, but even when he stood alone he was a host. And
he answered that, saying:

I suppose that during the ten years last past T have listened in
this H to more Idiotic raving, more pestiferous rant, on that subject
than on all the others put together. And yet I do not regret it. What
a beautiful sight it is to see the revenue-reform orator go into action
against monopot)r. Nelson, as he stood blazing with decorations on the
decks of the Vietory on the fatal day of Trafalgar; Napoleon at
Friedland, as the Guard went cheerinz and chargi by ; Thomas
Sayers, as he stripped for the championship of England when Heenan
hag crossed the llﬁfng waters ; the eagle soaring to his eyrie; theé royal
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in his native Jun%l nay, the very bull
1 of Bashan, as he iffs his bellow over the
alestine. are all but pale ramlnders of one of these

man—eatinﬁ Bengal t
himself, the stron
rocky deserts of
majestic creatures.

It is an old subject, an old principle, applied to the timber
industry, the second greatest indusiry in the United States,
with $800,000,000 invested, 800,000 men employed, 29,000 saw-
mills, and purchasing more of the farm products of Minnesota
and Nebraska than any other industry in the United States.

It is not a question alone whether or not it will bring you
cheaper lumber, but it is a question whether you will preserve
that which is the basis of the profective policy, and that is
the home market.

Idaho alone has 20,000 of her men employed at $3 a day in
this industry. The Pacific coast pays $127,000,000 a year to
Tabor in this industry. One hundred and ninety thousand men
are employed in it upon the Pacific coast. That is only a
portion of this great industry which has been built up by a
$2 rate into a “vast monopoly "—§19 lumber, and yet they
base upon that the proposition that it has been built up by a
$2 duty. This duty could be sustained as a revenue duty, if
it were necessary to do so.

The importations from Canada for the last seven or eight
years have increased about 300 per cent. The price of lumber
from Canada has increased about 100 per cent. It has not
been undersold by reason of the fact that Canada sent it in.
It was all sold at the same price. Only a few weeks ago there
came into the harbor of San Francisco a ship laden with rail-
road ties. They had been cut in oriental forests. They had
been hauled to the seashore, not by horses, but by human beings.
They had been shipped across the ocean and paid the duty, and
yet sold in the American market for the price at which Amer-
iean labor could not cut them and bring them to a railroad.
You pass laws excluding the Orientals for the reason that we
can not compete with them -in this country, but what difference
does it make to the American laborer whether his competitor
stands upon American soil or upon oriental soil if the competi-
tion drives the men from the field of labor just the same? And
unless you have that industry protected it must inevitably
follow that it is subject to the same competition as every other
industry and based upon the same principle.

The Senator from North Dakota, speaking a few days ago,
said:

First and superior to every other question is the question of protec-
tion. That stands preeminently far above the idea of revising down-
ward, or on a horizontal seale, or revising upward. The first duty that
is im upon the American Congmss. I understand the voice of the
American people, is that this country shall still go forward under the
banner of protection.

I agree with the Senator perfectly. The first duty that is im-
posed upon this American Congress, if I understand the voice of
the American people, is that this country shall go forward under
the banner of protection. That is good doctrine. It is orthodox
It is not only orthodox, but upon it rests the mdustries which
have been built up in this country.

I want to say to the Senator from North Dakota that it can
apply to the timber industry itself as effectually as it can to any
other industry, and you can not take it away from the timber
industry any more than you can from any other. The question
of the protection of lumber is just the same as the protection of
any other industry.

The second proposition—

Said the Senator—
and that is subservient to the first, Ia that we shall revise downward,
but always maintaining a sufficient wall against foreign importations to
Rrateet the American manufacturer, the American farmer, and the

merican laborer.

Again the Senator said:

third posed n i ngress =
cle?tmrevenned?t? mtr?aitfcil:s tha‘ a.!lairsugg thtal; aoggmmenti:umecggﬁig:gly
and properly administered. .

Now, those are the three fundamental principles, well stated,
succinctly stated, and they are controlling, What is the ex-
ception? Why is timber excepted? It is excepted, says the
Senator from North Dakota, because we want to conserve onr
forests., Let us discuss that for a few moments, and then I will
not detain the Senate longer.

In the first place, Mr. President, it appears that at least 20 or
25 per cent of our timber holdings are now in forest reserves.
TUngquestionably it is not necessary to take the duty off to pro-
tect that which is in forest reserves. That is under the control
of AMr. Pinchot.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. BORAH. Certainly.

Mr. CLAPP. If the Senator will pardon a question, is it not
a fact that—of course under regulations designed to conserve the
timber, yet nevertheless under regulations which at the same
time invite lumbermen—if conditions prove profitable, the tim-
ber is constantly being sold within the forest reserves?

Mr. BORAH. Exactly; but it is being sold under the con-
trol of the Government, and certainly the question of the tariff
does not affect the Government in that proposition. The sale
conserves the timber, I admit, as suggested by the Senator, and
certainly the price of lumber is not controlled by the guestion of
the duty.

Mr. CLAPP. That is true; nobody would suggest that the
tariff had anything to do with that; but the suggestion was
that the demand and the price for timber would find its relation
in the effort to purchase the timber in the forest reserves.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I do not understand how the
question of a duty can have very much relation to this 25 per
cent which is now under the control of the Government. It is
constantly there. It may sell it at any price, or sell it as it
chooses, or not at all; and it can not affect it, in my judgment,
either in the matter of producing it or anything else, It is there
under complete and absolute control.

The Senator from Minnesota says that the balance of timber
outside of forest reserves has now been gathered up by these
monopolies; practically, as he says, all of it. 8o we have, first,
the timber which is in the possession of the State or the Govern-
ment, and second, the timber which is now under the control of
the monopoly. They argue, then, that by taking off this duty it
will conserve or preserve the timber owned by these two great
influences—the Government and the monopoly.

As I have referred to the timber in the forest reserves, I will
now refer for only a moment to the timber in the control of
those who are called *“ monopolists.,” Do you think that when you
take the duty off of lumber, if there is a combination with
reference to these prices, that you will confine it alone to the
American side of the line? On the other hand, if there is a
necessary reduction in the price of lumber, upon whom will it be
visited? It will be visited upon the man whose wages are re-
duced in the mill. It will be visited, as it is in every instance
where they are in control, as it is said they are in this instance,
upon the man who does the work, because the profit will not be
sacrificed by those who are in absolute and complete conirol of
the situation if the two positions are correct.

Mr, President, I have occupied a longer time than I expected.
I expect to return to this subject when we come to the ques-
tion of the amount of duty upon lumber.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I wish to take up a few
minutes’ time in replying very briefly to some of the arguments
that have been given here in support of the old Dingley rates
on lumber. There has been a great deal of discussion upon
the proper construction to the Chicago platform. Everyone
who has spoken upon the question of a high protective duty
upon any article has insisted that the provision of the Chicago
platform, standing first for protection, necessarily compels
everyone who marched to the banner of protection to vote for a
protective duty on every article that could be considered in these
tariff schedules.

The Senator from Idaho has accused me, at least inferentially,
of not following my own theories. I ask him what his opinion
is about the necessity of a tariff upon binding twine? The com-
mitiee has reported in favor of placing binding twine on the
free list. Does his allegiance to the principles of protection
require him to put that upon the protected list? Certainly he
is just as much bound to vote to put that article upon the pro-
tected list as T am bound, being a protectionist, to vote to put
Inmber upon the dutiable list.

Mr. President, the underlying principle of the protective policy
is that it compels the consumer to pay an additional sum to-day,
compels the greater number to pay a greater price for a given
commodity to-day by an assurance that it will pay a less price
for it to-morrow. That is the Republican policy, and reduction
in cost has been its result wherever it has acted upon the great
products of this couniry. No man can deny for a single
moment that if we had remained a free-trade country we would
be paying two or three or four times as much for all of the great
manufactured articles that we use in the country as we are pay-
ing to-day. But that does not necessarily mean that there shall
be no free list upon the schedules that we are to pass upon.

Mr. President, nothing is ever gained in debate by a misstate-
ment of the position of your adversary, and yet in nearly all of
the discussion upon this lumber question very few of those who
have favored the higher protective duties have correctly stated
my position before the Senate.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——
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Mr. McCUMBER. I tried to make myself absolutely clear in
the very beginning of this discussion and to show why I believe
that the timber lands in this country should not be further pro-
tected. I could repeat that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield, Mr. President.

Mr. BORAH. When I stated the position of the Senator
from North Dakota, I read from the Recorp. I do not think
he will contend that I misstated his position.

Mr. McCUMBER. If the Senator had stopped there, no com-
plaint would have been made, but when the Senator goes further
than that and says that my position is inconsistent, because I
believe in closing up these mills and throwing these laborers
out of employment for the benefit of the Canadian producer,
then the Senator from Idaho very erroneously states my posi-
tion——

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

Mr. McCUMBER. In one moment. Because, Mr. President,
I have made it as clear as it is possible for the English lan-
guage to make it, that in my ecandid judgment not a single mill
wvill be closed.

Mr. BORAH. 1 stated the position of the Senator, and then
I stated my conclusions from his position. I am aware that
he contends it would not have that effect, but I did not myself
draw that inference from his position.

Mr. McCUMBER. I said, and I state again, that the under-
lying principle of the policy of protection to-day has no applica-
tion to the Jumber industry in the United States. I think I
gave the propositions the other day, in short statements, and
as clear as I could express it. T will reread those particular
propositions, T said:

But whenever, ay reason of the exhaustion of the raw material out
of which any article is manufactured, the price must become more

and more to the customer, the reason for the protection falls, and
with it should fall the duty which is given that protection.
I further said:

The third principle is that protection gives employment to our own
people. But here in it can only be justified when such employ-
-]t]llgnn;. r;an either be increased by the protection or at least remain sta-

There Is no economic galn which decreases the opiportunity for fu-
ture employment in an exact ratio to the Increase of present employ-
ment. here is mo Tj?hrinclpm of protection which w gacrifice the
immediate future to the present.

I gave it as my opinion that the exhaustion of the lumber
supply in this country had gone on to such an extent that the
time had arrived in the history of the country when lumber
should no longer be protected.

The senior Senator from Idaho [Mr, HeysurN], in discussing
this subject, of course, discusses it from a standpoint that the
timber resources of this country are practically inexhaustible.
If his proposition is true, there is not the slightest foundation
for my argument. Tt seems to me that in a discussion of this
matter we should consider the proposition made by our oppo-
ments fairly and honestly. The Senator from West Virginia
insisted that anybody who thought that the lumber supply was
going to be exhausted in thirty or forty or one hundred years
or in two hundred years was laboring under a hallucination,
and the Benator from Idaho, going one step further, and a
pretty big step, insisted a few moments ago that there was no
more prospect of exhausting the timber supply of this country
than there is of exhausting the air that we breathe, and that
?nyone who takes a different view of that subjeet must be

nsane,

Mr, President, there are a great many people who argue this
question upon the basis that anyone who disagrees with them
to the slightest degree must be to that extent laboring under a
hallucination, and if they disagree entirely they have certainly
gone mad. Anyone who takes that position has reached a con-
dition where his own sanity may be seriously questioned.

But I want to go over this statement for a single moment, be-
cause it all rests upon the proposition as to whether or not the
lumber supply will practically be exhausted in a very short
time. If it is inexhaustible, it may well be protected. If it is
rapidly reaching a siate of exhaustion, it should not be pro-
tected. I first call attention to Mr. Pinchot's testimony, and to
what he says with reference to the lmmber supply. The Senator
from Idaho and the Senator from West Virginia may aceredit it
to his hallucination or insanity. I notice that whenever he says
that a higher duty upon lumber will conserve our forests they
‘give him credit for sanity. They then admit that he has lucid
intervals,

Mr. President, I will assume that he is reasonably sane all
the time and quote from his evidence upon the guestion how

long the lumber supply -of the country will continue. He says
in these hearings:

As to the growth on the total area of forest land in this country it is
estimated at about 12 cubic feet per ncre per annum. That is because
so0 much .of the forest is in bad condition. There probably would be 40
«cuble feet per acre per annum if our forests were properly handled. We
are cutting timber three and one-half times as fast as we grow it, and
this is very rapldly reducing the supply.

I would ask the Senator from Idaho, Is that statement .cor-
rect or incorrect, that sve are cutting about three and a half
times as rapidly as we are producing? That does not take in
fire ravages or any other destructive agency.

Mr. BORAH. I do not knew whether it is correct or not, but
I am willing to admit, for the sake of this argument, that it is;
and, being correct, it is .all the more necessary that we shall
establish a high protective tariff to induce the people to plant
trees.

Mr. McoCUMBER. That is, Mr, President, to make the lum-
ber so extremely high that the people will plant trees for their
crops instead of grain and other «cereals. I hardly fhink the
Senater can get very many to follow him in that argument. Mr,
Pinchot says:

Of all the forests in ‘the United States about one-fourth of the
acreage is leld by the Nation and the States and threefourths In

rivate ownership. This three-fourths contain about four-fifths of
ghe gtanding timber. It is safe to say that not to exceed 1 per cent
.of the grivute'ly -ownef timber is belng handled in a conservative way ;

the rest is Deing cut without erence to the future. About 18
er cent of the whole area, including the national and state forests, is

ing dled in a conservative way. 2

And yet the Senator from Idaho insists that all ér practically
all of these lumbermen are protecting the forests so that they
may raise another crop of trees.

The rest is be cut without any reference to the Tuture. About 18
per cent of the whole area, including the national and state forests, is
being handled in a conservative way. This means, briefly, that al-
tnough our forests at Ermnt are producing only one-third of what
we use, we are still taking mo thought of the future and are allow-
ing them to be destroyed, Eractlcatiy unchecked, except for the ome-
fourth of the total area that is in the government or state ownership,
80 that ‘the forest situation is a most serious one. We use four or five
times as much timber per capita as the other large mations. Our
whole civillzation has been accustomed to an enormous use of wood,
and when the shortage comes, as it is co , it is golng to be a very
serions ome. The destructl our forests will also have a very

ction
te now that there is

serious effect upon our water supply. We estl
lsnu iéhe nelghburg%od of 2,500,000,300,000 feet timber in the United
es.

And I am specially desirous, Mr. President, that those Sen-
ators who desire to consider this guestion from the standpoint
of the conservation of our forests will at least have some idea
of what timber we have and about how long it is liable to last.

Mr. BORAH. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield, Mr. President.

Mr. BORAH. I should like to read here the position .of one
of the great foresters of the world in regard to what I stated a
few moments ago, if I do not interrupt the Senator.

Mr. McCUMBER. I have no objection at all.

Mr. BORAH. Doector Schenck says:

The forest can be conserved only by the production of trees and by
s%h-rlmg to the trees the rule of econcmic sense. The ¢ forests
which now stand we do not mean to conserve them; t is not the
idea. Those trees have reached their prime, and those trees must be
cut as surely as wheat must be cut when it is ripe. So it is with
timber. e have cut these matured trees, and what we want to con-
serve by national conservation is not the trees, but the ﬁtoductlveneu
of the soll; the production of trees and not the tree itself.

Mr. McCUMBER. There is no (lisagreement on that at all
I am not assuming that we will not cut those trees that are
ripe, but I am assuming that we will cut them, and then I am
estimating on that proposition and that argument, about how
long before they will be exhausted, and then I can apply the same
argument to the matter of reforesting and see how long it will
take us to grow those trees.

Mr. BORAH. I understood the Senator to say that he did
not take very much stock in the propesition of replanting.

Mr, McCUMBER. No, Mr. President; I do not take a great
deal of stock in the matter of replanting; that is true. I take
a great deal more stock, however, in the protection of that see-
tion which has already been partially denuded, keeping it free
from forest fires, keeping it free from the ravages of the lumber-
men who want to cut the trees as soon as they can make a
scantling out of them; and if we can do that, we can, in a
century or so, get pretty fair forests where they have already
been dennded. Mr. Pinchot says, further:

We estimate now that there is in the neighborhood of 2,500,000,-
000,000 feet of timber in the United States and that the total use of

W for all purposes is about 100,000,000,000 feet a year. At that
rate our forests would be exhausted in about twenty-five years.
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That is, even at the present rate of consumption.

As a matter of fact they will not be exhausted in that time, because
of the growth which will take place and a lessened consumption caused
by higher prices.

Now, that is right along the argument that I have been
making., I do not claim that we are going to exhaust all of
our lumber supply in twenty-five or thirty years. I have stated
again and again that as we near the completion of the exhaus-
tion, we will send the prices up so high that we will be com-
pelled to find other sources of building material.

But there is no guestion in my mind that we are approaching very
rapldly a position where we are going to suffer as a nation very se-
riously from a shortage of wood.

Now, this is by a government expert, whom I am assuming,
for the purposes of this argument, to be absolutely sane.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield.

Mr. GALLINGER. I will ask the Senator if the 2,500,000,-
000,000 feet that the Senator speaks of is timber as contra-
distinguished from hard woods that are used for other pur-
poses—for instance, for fuel?

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I understand it is in-
tended to cover all; and the hundred billion includes Iumber
and wood used for other purposes.

Mr. GALLINGER. 1 have no doubt a hundred billion is
relatively correct, although we use about forty billions of
tim

Mr. McCUMBER. About forty-two and a half billions, prob-
ably, this year.

Mr. GALLINGER. The matter that I am interested in is as
to whether two billion five hundred millions included all the
woods of the United States, because if that is an estimate,
made even by a scientist, it seems to me he is very far short
of the mark.

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator is quoting the wrong figures
entirely. The amount is given as two thousand five hundred
billions.

Mr. GALLINGER. That is what I meant to say.

Mr. McCUMBER. XNot two billion five hundred millions.

Mr. GALLINGER. I quoted the article correctly in the first
place. I want to repeat it, and I want to say that, in my epin-
ion, that must be far below the mark, if it includes all of the
woods of the United States.

Mr. McCUMBER. I do not think it is far beyond the mark.
I want to call the attention of the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
HeysurN] to another pretty good authority upon the question
of the denudation of the forests, not only of this country, but
of the entire world. The Senator from Idaho in his flight of
oratory asked us to designate a single thing that had ever yet
been exhausted in the world; and because we were not ready
to immediately say that any one of these great natural re-
sources has ever so far been exhausted, it necessarily follows
that they never will be exhausted. The argument of forty
years ago was that the great forests of Minnesota were inex-
haustible.

The white pine is exhausted to-day, and the other pine is
nearly exhausted in the States of Michigan, Wigconsgin, and
Minnesota. That, it seems to me, ought to answer the very op-
timistic idea of the Senator from Idaho, that there would be
no immediate exhaustion of our timber supply.

Mr. President, every argument that has been made in favor
of the protective policy as applied to lumber has been an argu-
ment based upon the inexhaustible supply of timber in the
United States, and to that extent such arguments are without
foundation. My argument, based upon the fact that the timber
supply is about to be exhausted, has not been met in any single
argument, but rather avoided.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. McCUMBER. I do.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I understand that the TUnited
States has in its timber reserves at present something like
150,000,000 acres.

Mr. McCUMBER. It has about 25 per cent.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Of this probably 100,000,000 acres
ig in fact timber land. Has the Senator from North Dakota
any information as to the comparative amount of the timber
land of Canada with the reserve timber land in the United
States, leaving out of calculation the land held in private
ownership in the United States?

Mr. McCUMBER. I understand, as a general proposition,
that the timber supply of Canada is about one-third of what the
timber supply of the United States is.

T—

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Then, the conclusion would be that
the entire timber supply of Canada would be substantially
equal to, and possibly a little more than, the reserve timber
supply of the United States. The reserve timber supply of the
United States being in such condition that it is impossible of
exhaustion, it comprises an indefinite and indeterminate supply
for the indefinite future.

Mr. McCUMBER. Let us suppose that there are a hundred
million acres of actual timber land that can not be entirely
exhausted. That would not in fifteen years give us, at the
present growing rate of consumption, one-tenth of the lumber
that would be necessary in the United States.

Mr. President, the argument of the Senator from Idaho has
been along the line—and all of his arguments have been along
that line—that there was no necessity whatever of conserving
our forests, and that the world has never been injured by the de-
foresting of any section. There was a conference held on the
conservation of our natural resources at the White House on
May 13, 14, and 15, 1908. One of the papers read was by Mr.
R. A. Long. I understand that he is one of the men who has
peculiar knowledge upon this subject, having made a great many
reports upon it, and being thoroughly acquainted with the
subject-matter.

Mr. GALLINGER. Where is he from?

Mr. McCUMBER. He is from Kansas City. I want to read
a little of what he says. He first speaks of the timber supply
of the cities of Tyre, of Sidon, and of Joppa. Then, speaking
further on that subject, he follows with this statement:

The rain-bearing clouds still float above the mountains of Syria; but
they pass on over the bare and heated rocks, and the brooks and small
streams of Palestine no longer exist, and throughout Syria stone
:l.lll;.lél-sheﬂ the only material for building, and wood is as precioua-a.s

May it not be true that the destruction of Tyre and Sidon wis in
great part in consequence of the destruction of these forests, which has

rendered that country a barren desert, suppl{ylng a seanty sustenance
to the sparse population—its beauty, its fertility, its usefulness gone?
So the ysical geographers assure us.

In *“ Binai and Palestine,” by Dean Stanley, an authoritative record,
appears the following :

*The countless ruins of Palestine, of whatever date they may be,
tell us at a glance that we must not judge the resources of the ancient
land by its present depressed and desolate state. They show us, not
only that *‘Syria might support tenfold its present population, and
bring forth tenfold its present product,” but that it actually did so.
And this brings us to the question which eastern travelers so often ask
and are asked on their return, ‘ Can these stony hills, these deser
E“”efﬁgbf‘-‘ indeed the Land of f[-'romlse, the land flowing with milk and

oney?’’

Speaking further on he says, referring to the ancient writers:

Plato writes that the consequences of deforestation is the * sickening
of the country.” Cicero, in one of his philipples, desi tes those en-
gaged in forest devastation as the “ enemies of the public interests.”

esopotamia, one of the most sterile countries in the East, was
once praised on account of its fertility, where, according to Herodotus,
“the culture of the grape could not succeed on account of the
moisture ;" and the Euphrates River, once the source of an ample
water supply, is swallowed up in this desert.

Greece shows the progress of a similar decadence. Sicily, once the
never-failing granary of the Roman Empire, while it was well wooded,
is now entirely deforested, and crop failures are the rule. Cwsar and
other Roman writers describe the * vast forests ' throughout the entire
territory. Since then thousands of square miles have been deforested.
Many countries, where the destruction has been most reckless, have
taken systematic measures to control the destruction and secure the
reproduction of exhausted areas. To this they have been driven. not

only by the lack of timber and fuel, but also by the prejudiclal effects
gxerté‘. ttu];)m:l the climate and the irrigation of the country by this
enudation.

China has paid absolutely no attention to the preservation of her
forests; hardly a tw!g left in what was her great forest flelds, while
Japan, close by, has 59 per cent of her total area under forests, and the
Government has reserved under its control a very large part of the
whole. Compare the conditions of these two countries, side by side,
and draw your own conclusions.

Mr. President, there is an answer—not one answer, but many
answers, and vivid answers—to the question of the Senator from
Idaho as to whether at any place in the world the timber supply
has been exhausted.

The junior Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boram] insists that a
higher duty, by advancing the price of Inmber, will necessarily
protect the forests of this country. I think that I have shown
almost conclusively that the higher the price of lumber the
greater devastation among the younger trees in the forests;
but if I have not made myself absolutely clear upon that point,
I want to call attention to the testimony given before the
Ways and Means Committee by one who seemed to be pretty
thoroughly acquainted with the matter. I now read from page
3153 of the hearings the statement of Edgar H. Bucklin, of
Ithaeca, N, Y. He is dealing mostly with the lumber districts
of Maine, Vermont, and New Hampshire, where it is claimed
that we need the higher protective duty in order to ufilize all
of your larger trees and not leave some of them to rot upon
the ground ; and here is what he says:

Experience and observation show that when there is a demand for
lumber of that (low) grade at a good. profit there is also a demand
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for lumber from small trees, and trees that should be left standing for
the future supply are all cut Into lumber, even trees of 5 Inches dlame-
ter on the stump, and the forest is denuded.

Again he says:

One of the reasons of the Inrge sup{lly in the market of low-grade
lumber is that, on aecomnt of the high prices that have prevailed, a
large proportion of lumber been cut that should have been left
standing for future growth.

I think those extracts answer the claim of the Senator from
Idako. Again Mr. Bucklin says:

When only the larger timber was taken, several cuttings were made
at different times from the same land, and the tops and stumps were
finally used up, as has been done generally In the State of Michigan.

The tariff on low-grade lumber tends to increase the destrnction and
cutting of small trees and the consequent destruction of the future
forest. Canada more wiscly admits all those grades free of duty upon
which our tariff is $2 per thousand in the rough and $3 per thousand
H planed, like ecommon house studding, joists, rafters, and general

dimensions. ;
The result (of our ley) is that the public are forced to use at
of lumber that will soon decay, and the future

high prices a poor gra
supply is exhausted in the destruction of the young trees.

Mr, Bucklin says that in New Hampshire 3-inch logs are cut,
and that in New York hemlock is cut if it will make a piece 4
inches square and 10 feet long. *“ The cutting of small trees,”
he says, “is general throughout the eastern portion of our coun-
try, and, in a lesser degree, is taking place in the West.,”

This is an answer, Mr. President, to the arguments that high
prices will conserve the forests.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. GALLINGER. I think the gentleman from whom the
Senator from North Dakota guotes is laboring under a misap-
prekension so far as New IJampshire is concerned. In New
Hampshire we have a state forestry commission, and, in addi-
tion to that, we have a volunteer forestry commission, made up
of public-spirited men of means, who are devoting their time,
or a portion of their time, to solving this problem. The result
is that in New Hampshire, under the direction of these two
forestry commissions, our forests are being very largely con-
served. In addition to that, we are reforesting to a very con-
siderable extent. The forester of the state forestry commission,
an educated forester, is giving a great deal of his time in that
direction. Of course, there may have been instances where
small trees have been cut in New Hampshire, as doubtless they
have been everywhere, but the policy of the State is against
Iumbering in that way, and we are doing the very best we can
to provide for the future by taking care of the younger trees.

Mr, ELKINS. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Senator
a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from West Virginia?

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. ELKINS. Mr, President, the theory of conserving the
forests, according to the Senator’s argument, would place the
burden on the individual owner. It happens that the individual
purchases these timber lands the same as the farmer purchases
his farm lands, and he holds them as his only means of business,
to help raise his family. Now, the Senator wants to put the
burden of preserving or conserving the standing timber by hav-
ing it free, so as to let in foreign lumber, as I understand him,
the ultimate object being to prolong the life of the timber—in
other words, conserve the same, make it last longer.

In all other countries the conservation of forests and natural
resources is the concern of the state and not of the individual.
The Senator’s argument leads to the injury of the individual
to the extent of confiscation of his property in the public inter-
est. What does he propose when the lumber of Canada and
Mexico are exhausted? If these countries are to supply us, this
must happen soon. The State must meet the question of con-
servation and not the individual. We should not destroy the
business of the timber owners, strip them of their industries
and means of a livelihood by making foreign lumber free in order
to conserve our forests. The duty of conservation of our tim-
ber rests upon the Government and not the timber owner.

I remember that in the Boer war, when England wanted to
raise money to carry on the war, a duty of 1 shilling was pro-
posed on all exports of coal. One of the arguments was that
the coal would be conserved by an export duty. If our Consti-
tution permitted, the Senator might be nearer right if he pro-
posed an export duty on lumber rather than let the burden fall
upon individual owners by making it free and foreign lumber
take our markets.

Mr. GALLINGER., We can not
the Constitution. :

Mr. ELKINS. No; of course we can not lay an export duty,
as it is against the Constitution; but that is the theory of other

have an export duty under

governments; but if we could, it would not be good policy, nor
fair and just, because it would be placing a burden belonging
to the Government on the individual.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield to the Senator fron? Minnesota.

Mr. CLAPP. Waiving the constitutional difficulty of an ex-
port duty, I will ask the Seaator if it is not a fact that, measnr-
ing the exportation of lumber from the United States to Canada
in the last six years against the importation of lumber from
Canada to this country, an export duty would not have brought
more revenue to the Government?

Mr. ELKINS. We exported, if the Senator from North Da-
kota will allow me—— .

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. ELKINS. We exported to Canada $15.000,000 worth of
lomber last year, and that is a good deal. I do not know pre-
cisely what amount was imported from Canada, but I do not
believe it was quite as much as that.

What I want to say is that the conservation of the forests
is a matter of public concern, and properly so. Then why im-
pose it on the individual? Men have invested all their fortunes
in the lumber business, and why should we tell them now that
they can not carry on their industry the same as their neigh-
bors engaged in other business? It is right to tell them, “ Youn
are to prolong the life of timber by having your business made
a languishing one, by which you can make no money?” When-
ever you have a man in a position where he can not make
money, he will abandon the business, That does not apply, I
am willing to say, to all the lumber industries of the United
States; but as to those bordering on Canada and Mexico, that
would be the result if we had free lumber.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, it has never occurred to me
in this debate that if I could secure the adoption of this amend-
ment I was going to render homeless all the people who own
timber land or that I was going to pauperize the Weyerhaeuser
interest that owns about one-seventh, as I understand, of the
entire timber supply of the United States, outside of what the
Government owns, or that they would seriously suffer; nor do
I believe that those men who bought their timber lands ten
or fifteen years ago for about 15 cents per thousand and have
seen them increase in value about 2,000 per cent, would be seri-
ously injured if we should succeed in getting more lumber in
from Canada.

I have stated again and again—and anyone who will study
this question carefully will agree with me—that, considering
the extent to which we are consuming our forests in the United
States, considering the devastation of the forests in Canada,
and the number of homes that are being built upon our western
plaing, under normal conditions in the next few years the de-
mand is going to be greater than ever before, and that is itself
a guaranty against a decreasing valuation of the lumber
product. Those who have bought that product at almost noth-
ing are not going to lose anything if we succeed in holding the
price down to about what it is at the present time. Everyone
of us know that the value of lumber for the last seven or eight
years has been fixed, not entirely aecording to the guestion of
supply and demand, but according to the limit of the ability
of the American people to buy it. We were more prosperous
from 1897 to 1907 than we had ever been before in our history.
+ Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President——

Mr, McCUMBER. Just a moment. We had more money than
ever before; and, having more to spend and making more, we
could still live and pay those exorbitant prices; but that condi-
tion could not continue forever; and even before the expiration
of the year 1907 the price of lumber had already begun to go
down, because it had got so high the people could no longer
afford to purchase it.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President—— i

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly; I yield to the Senator.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I should like to ask the Senator from North
Dakota upon what theory his amendment proposes to strike out
eecﬁo:z 199, which seems to be applicable to the tropical hard
woods?

Mr. McCUMBER. I do not seek to strike it out. The amend-
ment should not include paragraph 199.

Mr. DOLLIVER. If paragraph 189 is retained in the amend-
ment, it would place on the free list tropical hard woods in all
stages of manufacture.
th:g' McCUMBER. The amendment was not intended to cover

Mr. DOLLIVER. I should like to ask the Senator upon what
theory he omits paragraph 202 from his amendment?
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Mr, McCUMBER. That paragraph, Mr. President, covers
articles upon which considerable labor has been expended.

Mr. DOLLIVER. More labor than on elapboards or shingles?

Mr. McCUMBER. I think so. *“ Hubs, for wheels, posts,
heading bolls, stave bolts, last blocks, wagon blocks,” I con-
sidered that th &‘Rs not the lumber that is in general use.

Mr. DOLLIV On what theory do you put stave bolts on
the dutiable list and put staves on the free list?

Mr. McCUMBER. I would state, Mr. President, that this
matter is as it came over from the House. I have not tried to
change it, because I did not consider that any of the articles
mentioned there were of such general use as to require an
amendment.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Staves on the free list did not come over
from the House, but that change seems to be accomplished by
one of the provisions of the Senator's amendment.

Mr. McCUMBER. I do not think the same rules apply to the
articles mentioned in this provision that apply to all this other
Jumber that I have been discussing.

Mr. DOLLIVER. But you strike out the paragraph which
provides a duty on staves, and at the same time leave the
paragraph which preserves a very considerable duty on the
material out of which they are made, which would seem fa-
vorably to affect the stave industry of some other country.

Mr. McCUMBER. I do not think that is correct.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Is it not true that your amendment puts
staves on the free list?

Mr. McCUMBER. My amendment relates to paragraphs 197,
199, 200, 201, 203, 204, and 205.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Your amendment strikes out paragraph
204, which includes staves of wood of all kinds. That trans-
fers them to the free list, if your amendment prevails; but
you have omitted to put on the free list the materials out of
which they are made.

Mr. McCUMBER. There would be nothing against that.
That would be no criticism, certainly, that while the material
might be admitted free the product should not come in free,
after labor had been expended upon that material.

Mr. DOLLIVER. But the material has already had a good
deal of labor expended upon it. The stave bolts are in the
process of manufacture.

Mr. McCUMBER. Well, Mr. President, I suppose the wood
is in the process of manufacture the moment the tree is cut
down, but nevertheless it is not manufactured by being merely
split into bolts.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I would like to ask the Senator another
question. He seems to put staves on the free list, without dis-
turbing at all the duties that are provided for barrels, casks,
and the things manufactured out of staves.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, raw cotton is upon the free
list and manufactured cotton is upon the dutiable list. The
same reasoning would apply to this. I have cited the Senator
to those cases in which there has been considerable labor ex-
pended, and I do not wish to take them off the dutiable list.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. President, I have always understood
that the putting of the duty upon the material out of which a
thing is made naturally results in a somewhat higher duty upon
the finished product. I think I have heard the Senator make
that general observation. Yet I find that he has taken all these
materials out of which barrels, casks, and boxes, and doors,
sash, and blinds, and things of that sort are made, and con-
veyed them to the free list, and left these high rates of duty un:
disturbed on the materials out of which they are made.

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes, Mr. President; I bhave alsgo included
the lumber that goes into sash and doors and into many other
manufactured articles, and have asked that it be put upon the
free list; but I am not asking that the sash or the doors or
anything manufactured from that lumber should be put upon
the free list.

Mr. DOLLIVER. That is the very point to which I desire
to call the Senator's attention.

Mr. McCUMBER. I understood the Senator

Mr. DOLLIVER. The duties on sash, doors, blinds, and
furniture and all that have been carefully and, as we supposed,
sclentifically, laid, in view of preserving certain duties on lum-
ber as the product out of which they are made; but the Senator
puts the material on the free list without giving attention, it
seems to me, to the effect it might have on the propriety of the
rate on the finished products.

Mr, McCUMBER. Mr. President, if the Senator was very de-
sirous of maintaining a proper ratio between the raw product
and the finished product, if we should adopt an amendment pro-
viding for the raw product, it would then be time enough to
consider the proper differential for the manufactured product;
but I propose to take only one proposition at a time; and then
if this should be adopted, if the Senator thinks we should lower

the other, he can present his arguments, and I for one will listen
to them.

Mr. President, I do not know that there is any necessity of
discussing the matter any further. I appreciate the fact that
with the solid wall of protection on lumber which I find on both
sides of this Chamber, the chances of the adoption of this
amendment are not very bright, but I did wish to present my
reasons for asking that lumber be placed on the free list, and I
feel that all those reasons are absolutely valid.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr, I'resident, if an amendment were pre-
sented here to put lumber on the free list, as that expression is
understood in some sections of the country, it would appeal
very strongly to me as a thing that might properly be con-
sidered; although I am bound to say that the amendment
which has been offered by my friend from North Dakota [Mr.
McCusmper] reaches out in so many directions, covers such a
great variety of things about which there has mot been any
public discussion, so far as I have heard, that I shall have
very great difficulty in supporting that amendment in gross;
and I desire to say a word or two about the lumber duties
themselves.

The doctrine of protection, which has always been attractive
to me, is national in its scope. There has never been any de-
mand in the State of Iowa for any duty upon lumber,

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from Minnesota ?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Yes.

Mr. CLAPP. 1 want to suggest to the Senator that it strikes
me that the proper place to begin with this thing is just where
the Senator from North Dakota proposes to begin; and if that
be adopted, there will then be abundant time to preserve or to
develop a condition that will preserve the proper relation be-
tween those products of lumber and the lumber itself,

Mr. DOLLIVER. There is some force in that, but it is not
probable that it will reach that stage.

Mr. CLAPP. It is not prebable if it is not favored; but it
does seem to me that it is hardly the way to get at it, to go to
throwing bricks at the other end of the house.

Mr. DOLLIVER. I do not desire to throw any bricks.

Mr. President, I do not myself believe that the American
people have made up their minds to do a harsh and injurious
thing to any community in the United States. I have spent a
good deal of time in studying the operation of our lumber tariff,
There never was a time in the history of the Government, from
1842 until to-day, when lumber was dutiable at all, that it was
not dutiable at a higher rate than it is now. The duties on lam-
ber and the products of wood entered into the tariff of 1842 and,
except under the Wilson bill, stayed there throughout the whole
period of subsequent tariff agitations, now for nearly three-
quarters of a century. I do not think those duties are needed
now as they were in those early times, and yet there are corners
of our country where they may be needed now.

There has never been an imported beard brought into the
State which I have the honor in part to represent. There never
will be, whether lumber goes on the free list or not. No man
can hring in a board from Canada or from any other section of
the outside world and sell it, except through the mercantile
organizations, which contrel the distribution of lumber in the
United States. So I do not feel as if I could state to the publie
that putting sawed boards on the free list would operate to
disturb the lumber prices which prevail in the community in
which I reside.

Lumber was put on the free list in 1894, and I was so inter-
ested to observe the effect of that provision of law that I made
long journeys to the frontier to see how the lumber duties were
operating, or, rather, how the policy of free trade in rough
lumber was operating., At the city of Duluth I found a bridge
being built of lumber, connecting the city of Duluth with the
city of Superior, a magnificent structure over a mile long, con-
necting two of the greatest lumber yards in America, but being
constructed out of lumber brought in from Georgian DBay, not-

withstanding the fact that grass and oats were growing on the

tops of the most imposing piles of sawed lumber there that I
ever looked at in my life.

Mr. CLAPP. I want to ask the Senator

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Yowa
yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. DOLLIVER. Certainly. ;

Mr. CLAPP. I waunt to ask the Senator why that was? Does
he not realize that that was done before the system had devel-
oped of bringing that long timber from the Far West which
we now get?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I do not know, but I remember the im-
pression it made upon my mind, that while it did not affect my
own people in the community where I lived, it might operate
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adversely to the people who were trying to conduct the lumber
business along the Canadian frontier; and I have never been
surprised that the people of Maine, Vermont, and New Hamp-
shire have felt less inclined toward free lumber, notwithstand-
ing the rapid disappearance of their own forests, than some
other sections of the country have been.

I went out to the Pacific coast and there had an opportunity
to see how free trade in lumber was working on that far-off
boundary of the United States. I was impressed by the fact
that the remmants of Canpadian lumber yards in British Co-
lumbia, in queer-looking craft of one sort and another, were
being carried into every harbor of our Pacific Ocean under a
foreign flag, sneaking even into Seattle and Tacoma, into San
Francisco, Los Angeles, San Diego, and down that shore, de-
livered to our people in the place of that which was for sale
in Ilnmber yards in all those cities, but which could not be sold
in the face of this competition.

To-day, if lumber goes on the free list, it might seem that
it would not seriously affect those good people in Washington
and Oregon, and yet it must be evident that lnmber taken out of
Vancouver Island and out of British Columbin ports can be
carried down the Pacific coast in cheap vessels under a foreign
register, with a freight rate discriminating in their favor very
largely compared with our own coastwise freight rates. We might
create the very singular situation there of people living outside
of the United States enjoying a rate for ocean transportation
based upon the standard fixed by tramp steamers, taking lumber
from Vancouver Island and from British Columbia into every
seaport-of the Pacific coast, to the disadvantage of our own
people who are manufacturing lumber at Portiand and Seattle
and in northern California.

Mr. President, I have often said to our people that if I
could see any distinet and certain advantage to them in put-
ting lumber upon the free list, I would be very much inclined
to help them without inquiring very closely into how it would
affect otlier sections of the country. But the more I have
thought about the lumber question the more I have come
toward the conclusion that what is proposed to be done in the
amendment which has been offered by my honored friend the
Senator from North Dakota will probably do the people whom
we try to serve no good or little good, and at the same time
may be a hargsh and injurious stroke against our friends who
have gone out into the mountain country and into the Pacific
coast country and have there built up this great industry.

It is the fourth industry of the American people—agricul-
ture, the metals, the textiles, the manufactures based upon
wood. It employs nearly a million men in the United States.
It has invested nearly a billion dollars. It has a product
which makes it the fourth industry of our people.

The census of 1500 shows that at that time it was the chief
manufacturing industry of 31 States of the Union, including my
own, and an important industry in every State of the Union
and in every Territory and in all our islands of the sea.

I doubt very much whether we approach the problem with
wisdom when we take this article, representing such an in-
vestment and such an employment of labor so widely scattered,
and put it vpon the free list, without any regard to the in-
fluences that afford either the labor it employs or the capi-
tal that is invested in it, and without any attempt to secure
from Canada a corresponding concession, I confess that I am
in very strong sympathy with those of our fellow-citizens who
are trying to make their living in remote regions of our coun-
try. Many of them have gone to Idaho, Washington, and
Oregon from my own State, and without exception they
look upon this policy as damaging to them. They say that the
market which they have on the Pacific coast is their basis of
profitable operation.

It is that market which underlies the permanent and steady
prosperity of their industry. They say that free trade in lum-
ber would expose their local market throughout the whole
Jength of the Pacific coast to an immediate and damaging in-
vasion from the coasts of British Columbia.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President— -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. DOLLIVER. I do.

Mr. McCUMBER,. I desire to ask how that possibly can be,
when those same sections are exporting to Australia and to
Asia generally at least three times as much as the Canadians
are exporting and are selling it in competition with British
Columbia in all the foreign markets?

Mr. DOLLIVER. That is the exact question which I asked
in more than 20 sawmills on the north Pacific coast. They
said that the mills in Canada were sending to England and to
their own eastern seaboard the first-class lumber which they
produced, and the tragedy of the situation was that they were

unloading on the coast cities of the United States the remnants
of their lumber yards which they could not sell either in London
or in Montreal. So we had the strange spectacle of our own
industry prejudiced and in some cases totally destroyed, as they
informed me.

Now, my doctrine of protection is as broad as this continent.
If this doctrine is cast away where these scattered sawmills are
concerned, it would b= difficult to find any place for its ap-
plication.

I do not propose, making an honest and conscientious study as
I have tried to make of our industrial system, to intentionally
expose to loss or injury even the humblest occupations of the
American people; and hard as I have tried to get the consent
of my own mind to it, I am not willing to take this industry, rep-
resenting so vast an investment, representing the employment of
80 great an army of hard-working people, and put it in uncondi-
tionally upon the free list. It ought to retain a small duty at
least, a duty large enough to be of consequence, when we seek,
as we surely will at some time, a more reasonable trade rela-
tion with Canada than now seems probable. If a present of
the revenue now derived from the lumber duties is to be made
to citizens of Canada, we ought surely to accompany the gift
with a request for reciprocal concessions on the same articles
exported into the Dominion over duties very much larger than
we now exact from these people.

The rates proposed are materially reduced from existing law,
but not excessively cut down. I do not believe there is such a
difference between the Industrial situation on the two sides of
the Canadian line as some have stated. Not only is the redue-
tion of existing rates upon rough lumber possible, but a corre-
sponding and well-considered readjustment of rates upon lumber
in various stages of finishing ought to be made. I should like to
see that done. I should like also, although I indulge in a very
vain hope I am afraid, to see the duty upon lumber assessed
upon the value of the product, so that we would not have the
rates very high on some grades and very low on others. I should
like to see carried out in the lumber schedule the principle for
which I contend in all the great schedules of this tariff law—a
reduction of rates, an equalization of rates, a modernization, if.
you please, of the system, so that it may stand the criticism that
will fall upon it during the next ten years. I do not believe a
step in that direction is taken when industry so universal as this
is throughout this country is selected to be sacrificed.

I do not agree with those who think that the $1 rate fixed
by the House is an excessive duty on lumber. I know that
there is sold-in Chicago lumber which pays the duty and pays
a freight, and so small is the freight rate and so small is the
duty that it effectually displaces sawed boards from all sections
of the Southern States, But I do not intend to suggest that the
rate of duty ought to be made so high that Iumber from Louisi-
ana can be put into Chicago on the same terms that Iumber
comes there now from Georgian Bay. Such a thing would not
be practicable. But I wish this moderate duty, which is too
low for full protection and too low even for maximum revenue,
preserved as fixed by the House, so that the coast cities of
America and the border line between us and Canada may not
be subjected, in hard times, to the process of dumping the refuse
of foreign lumber yards, which can not be sold advantageously
in other markets.

Mr. CLAPP obtained the floor.

Mr. PILES. I wish to ask the Senator a question.
Mr. CLAPP. I yield for that purpose.
Mr. PILES. I wish to correct a statement made by the Sen-

ator from Minnesota for the benefit of the Senator from Iowa.
He asked him the question if he did not know that in 1804 the
mills on the coast were not in a position to furnish the long
timber required.

Mr. CLAPP. Before that is answered I want to disclaim ask-
ing any such question.

Mr. PILES. What was your question?

Mr. CLAPP. 1 asked him if he was not aware that the
system under which that long timber was brought into use had
not been introduced.

Mr. . PILES. We had mills on Puget Sound in 1594, and
many years before that, prepared then, as they are now, to pro-
duce the long timber the Senator referred to. The Great North-
ern Railway Company gave us a rate in 1893, which was in
force in 1894, which enabled us to transport timbers of the char-
acter referred to across the continent,

Mr. CLAPP. The dates furnished by the Senator agree with
my view that the rate was to go into effect in 1803, but it
takes time to develop a system by which you can bring that
product across to the center of this continent. I live in that
section and I saw the lumber, and it was only afterwards that
th% sygitem was developed and that it was brought there to any
exten
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Mr, President, I think the Senator from Iowa has laid down,
for once, the correct rule upon which to base our judgment.
If he believes, as he undoubtedly does, what he states as to the
condition, then he is warranted in voting as he follows that
judgment. I ean not believe that. I want to remind the Senator
fromn Jowa that he and I were together in a struggle in the
Senate at a time when we were about all there was of it for a
year or two, when men whose great success in life seemed to
entitle them to be regarded as oracles in their business, as the
success of the lumbermen to-day would entitle them to be re-
garded as oracles. They came here and the Senator from Iowa
and myself heard the same story from those men, and with
all the prestige of their great success they predicted disaster
would follow as the result of our efforts. They undertook to
enunciate that as an infallible statement upon their part, based
upon their knowledge of the situation. The Senator knows that
we went through that struggle, that month after month and
year after year we gradually gained strength until finally we
passed a law, and he knows that the predictions and prophecies
of those men who eclaimed the right o prophesy, based upon
their great success, and who would hardly permit humble men
like him and me to challenge their judgment, failed after all.
It may be, Mr. President, that to-day the men who have suc-
cessfully managed the lumber business may be mistaken in
that fear born of excitement incident to this tariff debate.

Mr. President, everything has a beginning, although it may
sometimes look to us here as though some things will never have
an ending. This tariff discussion had a beginning. I have
been entertained somewhat in this Chamber. I have sat here
and listened to arguments made for protection by those who are
opposing us in our attempts at revision, and I have seen the nod
of approval of Eastern Senators, as though those arguments
were novel. They are not new, original, or novel. They are
the arguments that have been made out in the Middle West for
years, the arguments we have used.

I was somewhat interested by the senior Senator from New
York [Mr. Derew], who told of the many years he had borne
aloft the banners of protection, and how he conjured us to
stand by the men who in all these years had borne aloft those
banners, and he referred to my speech as an effort to differen-
tiate between the producer and the consumer. If may sound
egotistical, but I submit that my analysis here, made on the
Tth day of May, that the interests of the consumer and producer
were interwoven from one ocean to the other has not been sur-
passed in any of the outbursts of eloquence in defense of pro-
tection made here since that day.

While it is trpe that the Senator from New York may have
held aloft the banners longer than some of us, he has not held
them in the fray where we have held them aloft. It is one
thing, sir, to talk protection to the people who, on the very first
entry made upon their ledger, can see the advantage of protec-
tion and to talk protection to men who can only see that
advantage as it comes indirectly to them in the widespread
prosperity of a couniry a year or two years after the man who
is the direct beneficiary of it sees that advantage.

The Senator from New York has preached protection where
the very first entry on the ledger shows the advantage of pro-
tection. We have preached it where it took one and two years
for the indirect benefit of protection to reach the people among
whom we have held aloft the banner. I want to say, in all
kindness to him, that I thought then, and I think now, it comes
with i1l grace from him to characterize himself as the life-long
champion of protection and to make the suggestion that we have
abandoned the principles of protection simply because we insist
that the promise to revise the tariff shall be carried out in
the spirit in which it was made and acecepted.

I hear every day on this floor the assertion made that there
are so many hundred millions of dollars invested in an enter-
prise; that there are so many thousand men employed in that
enterprise. I witnessed last Saturday a strange spectacle to
be witnessed within protection ranks. Two Senators were
each claiming that he had voted for more things for the other
than the other had voted for things for him. Mr. President,
that is not my idea of protection. Unless protection can be
as wide as the country it has no justification. The fact that
men have invested in an enterprise is no warrant for a tariff
unless that tariff is actually needed to preserve and maintain
the integrity of that industry within our midst.

In 1897, after a long period of depression, the Republican
party came into power, and they passed the Dingley tariff law.
That, in connection with some changes in reference fo our
finaneial system, was followed by a marvelous development
in this country. Prices bounded skyward as they never had
bounded before, and that has continued during all the years that

have passed; and to-day, despite the criticisms or the sugges-
tions of others, I still maintain that it was that law which
went far toward reviving the decayed and paralyzed indusiries
of this country.

But, Mr. President, there came a time when the men who
got the indirect benefits of this system began to see a great
process not only by which great fortunes were made, but by
which they began to feel here-and there a limitation upon the
individual activity and the individual rights of the American
eitizen, and then began this demand for a revision of the tariff.

Mr, President, it meant something. The great United States
Steel Company was not demanding a revision of the tariff.
The lumber interests of this country were not demanding a re-
vision of the tariff. None of the great industries were demand-
ing a revision. Then, from whom came the demand? It must
have proceeded upon the theory that somehow in the growth
of this great industrial life conditions had changed and a
change was necessary in the tariff itself,

The national convention met last summer and made its decla-
ration not in response to the demand of the great protected
interests in this country, but in response, if in response to any-
thing, to the demand of the people. The Senator from Idaho
this morning suggested that there was nothing to respond to;
that it was the product of a fear; but, anyhow, it came from
a source other than the protected industries of this country,
and it meant something,

I have watched for years the course of our President. I have
seen him in almost every capacity that a public man holds,
except that of legislator, and I yet have to see that man show
any evidence of acting or making promises because of the
shadow of a fear. That promise at Chicago was made in ac-
cord with his will and purpose, undoubtedly, because he was
recognized then as the certain candidate of the party that made
the promise.

He emphasized that promise upon the platform, and on the
4th day of March, if the senior Senator from New York had been
here, he would have listened to the words of our President
when he reviewed the gquestion of the revision of the tariff, It
was the plain, unmistakable import of those words that the
spirit of that revision should be a downward revision. It was
not to strike down American industries, for I do not believe
there is a man on this floor who would uphold such a policy, I
stand here in the presence of my Democratic friends and say
I do not believe there is a man on the other side of this Cham-
ber who would knowingly strike down an American industry.
When we talk of revision within the limits of that promise we
must remember that that promise all the time implies the pro-
tection of our industries within the limits prescribed in the
platform, the difference in the cost of production here and
abroad. -

1 shall not probably repeat that declaration. I shall sit here
from this time on and let men float into this Chamber and make
a set speech suggesting and perhaps broadly announcing that
we have abandoned this principle, and probably I shall not reply
to it, for I think perhaps little is gained by that kind of a dis-
cussion.

Let us apply this principle to the lumber industry and what
do we find? We find that in 1897 under the stimulus of the
combined activities of this country the lumber industry sprang
up and developed as it had never developed before. We find in
addition to that the price going skyward on lumber ; and, gentle-
men, we find in addition to that that we face a constantly de-
creasing supply.

Protection means not alone protection to the man who is
operating a sawmill, but it means the application of that prin-
ciple in its broad application to the American people. One ele-
ment of that protection is the conservation of the forest prod-
nets of this country. The Chief Forester has come fo this body
and the other with a suggestion that it will conserve the forest
products of this country to stimulate the cutting of timber. It
is a novel proposition, indeed, that you will conserve timber by
making it important and gainful to the man who cuts the tim-
ber to cut all he possibly can of the timber.

It shows, Mr. President, one of the faults of our Government,
and that is, vesting either by direct law or even in a guasi
official capacity in any man outside of Congress the prerogative
of advising Congress. I hold that man in high regard. I am a
thorough friend to forestry, although I do believe that, differing
in its relations to state lines from drainage and reclamation, it
sghould in the main be the subject of state supervision. In this
complex Government of ours we find excesses in the great cities,
and we find extravagance in the central government. We find
the best result of responsibility in the state government. While
it may perhaps savor a little of heresy with reference to bygone




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

2331

traditions, T am inclined to think that whatever a State can do
it had better do, than to devolve the doing upon the Federal
Government.

But to return to the proposition of conserving the forests, a
new condition has grown up in the lumbering business that has
been lost sight of in this discussion, and that is that the lumber-
men themselves, the great lumbermen of this couniry, are begin-
ning to recognize the importance of preserving their timber and
to treat it as a continued investment, not only for them but for
those who are to come after them. Already to-day some of the
greatest lumbermen of this country are pursuing a policy of cut-
ting out the timber which has passed the point where it will im-
prove in value, and preserving and retaining the timber which
will hereafter gain in value,

That is more potential as a principle, a factor in conservation,
because that springs from the incentive of investment itself and
not from any theory. Whatever we do to encourage that policy
conserves forestry, and whatever we do to discourage that pol-
icy encourages the untimely cutting down of young and imma-
ture trees.

It does seem to me that there is an element which we are los-
ing sight of. In the broad application of this principle we must
recognize the interest to the American people of conserving the
timber so far as it is practicable to do so, and we can not do
that by stimulating the cutting down of the timber.

But some one says, “ Well, you will lessen the production.”
Very little, indeed. I want to say to the Senate, I want to say
to the Senator from Iowa—and he knows whatever I say I say
in all graciousness of spirit and purpose—that with the grow-
ing demand in this country for building material, with the
lessening supply from day to day of the timber of the country,
there is no danger of a foreign invasion of lumber that will
materially interrupt the present operation of the Ilumber
industry.

My friend from North Dakota sounded the keynote this
afternoon when he said that he did not expect to reduce the
price of lumber, but, if possible, to prevent its advance.

Now, there is another thing, Mr. President, that I am going
to take the liberty to suggest to the Senate. In the South
there can not be any fear of Canadian competition. The only
fear must be a]ong the boundary line between the United States
and Canada. We are peculiarly sitnated with reference to
Canada. Wherever American timber touches Canada it touches
Canadian timber. Wherever American mining interests touch
Canada they touch Canadian mining interests, and all that
separates them is an imaginary line.

I invite the study of Canada to every student of government
and statesmanship. They have one of the best governments in
the world to-day. Their government has been characterized
by a standard of statesmanship absolutely unknown to us in
the vast multfitude of our products. In the vast sweep of the
American zone, from the Gulf to that northern line, there has
come to us a development, of course, far in excess of any that
Canada has experienced; but when you get down to the basic
principles of applying government to the development of a
country, we may well take lessons from Canada.

They have so wisely administered their affairs that even
with their narrow zone they are becoming a power which must
be reckoned with. By wisely seeking their internal develop-
ment instead of wasting their strength and resources in military
expenses they are to-day ready with a loyalty which wins ad-
miration and with a generosity which is commendable—ready to
help the mother country,

There is another thing to be considered. Along this Canadian
border, with nothing but an imaginary line to cross, it is idle
in my judgment, and idle in my experience and observation, to
talk about any great difference in wages on one side or the
other, When a man, by a day’s walk, can go from a mill on
that side to a mill on this side, from a field on that side to a
field on this side, that imaginary international boundary line
will not maintain any very different scale of wages long upon
one side or upon the other. And they are the same class of men.
When we talk about a protective tariff and think of the over-
crowded countries of Europe, of the cheap wage scale of Eu-
rope—when we realize that the wage-earner in Europe must and
oftentimes has to borrow and incur a great expense to come to
this country—there may be wisdom in attempting to maintain
an artificial wall between hig country and ours. But when
we look to sparsely settled Canada, when we look to a class
of men ‘enjoying a wage scale practically the equivalent of our
own wage scale, it seems to me that sooner or later the Ameri-
can people have got to recognize the impossibility of forever
maintaining an artificial wall where there ig no natural reason
for the establishment or maintenance of that wall.

In dealing with Canada, we are confronted by two very
peculiar conditions. One is governmental, and the other is
economic. Under the government of Canada they can impose
export duties. We can not. Under the government of Canada,
with the various Provinces of that country, one Province may
have a tariff and another may not have a tariff. We can have
no such condition as that.

I want to say that what seems to be an advantage to America
is Canada’s advantage in the last analysis, and that is the
ereater wealth of the American manufacturer. Just as soon as
he sees that it is advisable to cross that line and establish his
factory there, he has the wealth with which to do it, as has been
illustrated in the establishment on the Canadian side of agri-
cultural-machine industries and investments. They have no
such surplus capital with which to invade this side of the line
with factories, and what at first blush would seem to be our
advantage in our great wealth becomes a disadvantage when we
realize that we must, by tariff legislation—and it has got to be
wise legislation—guard against American investment going
over there. Yet without that tariff wall built along an imagi-
nary line, with no natural difference, the manufacturer wounld
retain his business here.

Sooner or later, Mr. President, we shall have to recognize
on a broader plane this natural relation to Canada. I predict
here in the Senate to-day that the time will come when, even
with the protective policy as firmly implanted as it is to-day
in our general policy, yet in our tariff relation to Canada we will
recognize that it must be limited largely to the basis of reve-
nue as required by that country and this,

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Minne-
sota yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. CLAPP. With pleasure.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I ask the Senator whether it is not a
fact that that very cause has now operated to induce a great
geal "or American capital to go to Canada instead of remaining

ere?

Mr. CLAPP. It has caused some of that; and it has caused
a great many others, who still retain their factories here, to
go over there and build factories to supply the Canadian de-
mand. It is an artificial line, and no genius can for any great
length of time maintain that artificial line. Soconer or later we
have got to recognize that fact.

Now, Mr., President, in regard to the lumber rate, applying
what, to my mind, is the most satisfactory principle of all the
evidence in this tariff discussion to the lnmber guestion, I can
see no necessity whatever for a tariff upon Iumber, in view of
the insignificant importation of lumber to this country and the
vast production within our own midst. I want to tell the
Senator from Iowa that a prominent lumberman once told me
that Iowa itself was a market for more pine lumber than all
the world outside of the United States. With that market to.
supply, with this timber in our midst, with our mills here, with
our investments here, with the demand increasing and the sup-
ply diminishing, I do not believe that the American lumber
interests will suffer one iota by taking off this duty. If I did,
I would agree with the Senator. I would not stand here to
strike down any industry.

But.I want to remind the Senator that while the faet is
urged that millions are invested in this industry, that fact,
instead of being evidence of the necessity of retaining the tariff,
would rather indicate the successful and permanent character
of the industry and as no longer requiring this duty. It is
more evidence, to my mind, of the ability of the industry to
maintain itself. .

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Minne-
sota yield to the Senator from Florida?

Mr. CLAPP. With pleasure.

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 should like to ask the Senator from
Minnesota if it is not a faet that Canada imported into the
United States more than four times as much lumber as the
United States sent into Canada last year; and also if it is not
a fact that the import duties of Canada are twice as great as
the import duties of the United States?

Mr. CLAPP. As to the first question, I can not answer defi-
nitely. I ean only answer it by saying that the total importa-
tions into this country would not menace one great lumber plant
in the country. As to the second, I agree with the Senator
from Florida; and I have been arguing that at some time and
in some way we have need to meet Canada upon a different
basis. With our population of 90,000,000 we may boast of our
commercial superiority; but when we realize that we have the
wealth to put into plants there and that they will go to Canadn
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if they are not operated here; when we realize that under their
constitution they ean impose conditions which we ean not im-
pose, we may as well open our eyes to the fact that we have
got to meet this guestion, that we have got to get on a broad
basis of dealing with Canada other than the narrow and arti-
ficial one upon which we deal with Canada to-day.

I say again, referring to the infinifesimal importation of
lumber and the vast exportation of lumber from the Pacific
coast to other points, the fact that the boundary line is abso-
lutely imaginary, and if we undertake to maintain a higher
scale of wages on this side, a day’s walk would bring laborers
to our mills—in view of these facts and circumstances, I do
not believe that it is necessary or important to maintain this
tariff.

When it comes to differentials, I invite the attention of the
junior Senator from New York [Mr. Roor] to the table of fig-
ures before me, which shows that the very first differential is
in itself practically sufficient to minimize the importation of
finished lumber from the Canadian side,

Mr. BAILEY. Mr, President, when this bill is passed, the
protection clock strikes 12, The American Congress will never
again, within the life of the youngest in this Chamber, be called
upon to consider a tariff bill with rates approaching those speci-
fied in the measure now under consideration. The differences
which have manifested themselves among Senators on the other
side have been pronounced, and, in my judgment, some of them
are irreconcilable. The difference between the high protection-
ist of New England and the moderate protectionist of the
Middle West can not be accommodated by raising duties, and
the only accommodation possible is on a basis of reduction.

Those differences themselves would have made division enough
in the Republican varty; but they might have been compro-
mised, because both sides profess—and I will agree both sides
are sincere in professing—themselves protectionists. Agreeing
on the principle, it would not be difficult, perhaps, for New
England’s representatives to make concessions in rates that
would measurably satisfy their Republican associates of the
Middle West; but when the free-trade doctrine once finds a
lodgment, as it has on the other side of the Chamber, then no-
body can compute the trouble which they are destined to en-
counter,

Whenever one Republican reaches a point where he wants
free trade in what he buys and protection on what he sells, the
entire system is doomed. Our New England friends for many
years have been gradually and effectively impressing upon their
party associates the manufacturers' doctrine of free raw mate-
rial, and while the Republicans of the West, the Middle West,
and the farther West have steadfastly and sturdily resisted that,
it has still made great progress, as is evidenced by the free list
of the pending bill. Our friends of the Northwest have learned
that free trade is an excellent thing for purchasers, and now
they imitate the wisdom, not to say the selfishness, of their
New England neighbors by demanding the right to buy what
they need free of duty.

How long, Mr. President, can these warring factions live
peaceably in the same party? Just as certainly as this bill
passes—and it is as certain to pass as that time endures—it
marks the hopeless division of the Republican party on the
tariff question. g

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Arpricu], if the news-
papers are to be believed, will not be with us when we make the
next tariff bill, for the report runs that he has resolved to retire
and enjoy his well-earned rest.

So, when the next tariff bill is framed—in ten or twelve years,
as will be the case, judging the future by the past—from his re-
tirement he can witness the struggle, and he will witness the
next struggle for duties very much lower than those for which
the Republican protectionists of the Middle West now contend.

The country is resolved on that. That is the explanation of
why there are so many revisionists on the other side. I do not
mean to say that the people have made these Senators revision-
ists; but I am willing to say these Senators have made the
people revisionists. It is not merely a response to public senti-
ment that induces so many Republican Senators to stand here
and denounce these exorbitant duties, but it is an obedience to
their own convictions; and it was in following those convictions
that they have addressed their people and created a widespread
and irresistible demand for this revision down.

Of course I would be better than human if I could find it in
my heart to regret the division that exists among our friends on
the other side, because out of that division will come many good
results. First will come the success of an opposition party; and
the success of an opposition party from time to time is desirable
in this country. No party was ever, and no party will ever be,
good enough to be trusted with the unbroken confidence of the

American people for a long period. It is in the nature of men:
if clothed with power for many years they will not remember
their responsibility to the people.

The next good result undoubtedly will be a very great reduc-
tion in our tariff duties, and a corresponding relief for the con-
sumers of the United States,

Mr. President, I have been somewhat entertained by the
argument between our friends as to whether lumber was entitled
to protection or not, and yet when I look at the rate of duty
now imposed upon it I find that the duty on rough lumber is less
than 12 per cent, and that that 12 per cent duty on lumber
pours into the Treasury of the United States the splendid sum
cf $1,700,000. Upon the entire lumber or wood schedule—most
of it lumber—the average duty will not be much more than 12
per cent, and on that moderate duty the Government collects
more than $3,000,000.

Mr, CLAPP. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Texas
vield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. BAILEY. I do.

Mr, CLAPP. I want to ask the Senator whether, in reaching
that conclusion, he takes into account the proposed rate on fin-
ished lumber? It may be that he does. I ask it more to get
the information than through any criticism.

Mr. BAILEY. Yes, sir; and, Mr. President, I want to say
that, of course, the differential for which the distinguished Sena-
tor from New York [Mr. Roor] contended this morning, and the
differential for which other Republican Senators will contend,
does not appeal in any degree to me. A differential duty is
essentially and purely a device of protection. I can understand
how no consistent protectionist could vote against it, but I can
not understand how any conisitent Democrat could vote for
it. Our theory is to treat everybody alike; and if on a raw
material worth $100 we levy a duty of 25 per cent, the importer
pays to the Public Treasury $25.

If he takes it to his factory and then through a process of
manufacture adds $100 to the value of the material, the duty
ought still be 25 per cent; and the double value of the article
would compel the importer to pay $50 to bring it in, and thus
the manufacturer receives precisely the same return upon the
value which he adds to an article as he paid on his raw material
when he imported it.

I would not vote for any schedule which recognizes and
establishes a differential, because, like the compensatory duty,
it is essentially and purely a method of protection.

But Mr. President, I am not able to see how a Republican
can contend that a duty of less than 12 per cent, yielding more
than $3,000,000, is a protective duty; and yet our friends on
the other side have absolutely ignored the revenue phase of
the question. The only suggestion that has been made on this
floor to-day was that of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boram],
who said that the duty was defensible, if on no other ground,
for the sake of the revenue it yields.

I want to show my Democratic friends—of course they know
it just as well as I do, and most of them know it better—that
in the Democratic tariff act of 1846, about which Democrats
speak so often and about which they are justified in always
speaking, the duty on lumber was nearly double what it is
in the existing law. Of course Senators all remember that
the schedules of the Walker tariff act were not arranged ac-
cording to the commodities or articles. There was no wool
schedule, ‘'no metal schedule, and no earthenware schedule.
The schedules in that act were arranged alphabetically and ac-
cording to the rate of duty imposed, beginning with the Schedule
A, which imposed the highest rate of 100 per cent, and that
duty was Jaid on brandy and other similar luxuries, Schedule
B, as I now recall, levying a duty of 40 per cent, was the
next one. :

The next was Schedule C, which levied a duty of 30 per cent;
the next was Schedunle D, which levied a duty of 25 per cent;
and the next was Schedule E, which levied a duty of 20 per
cent; and Schedule B, levying that duty of 20 per cent, in-
cluded lumber. I will read it:

Boards, planks, staves, laths, scantlings, spars, hewn and sawed tim-
ber, and timber to be used in building wharves.

This ideal Democratic tariff measure, whose duties were sup-
posed to be adjusted with scientific precision from a Democratic
point of view, levied a duty of 20 per cent on lumber; and yet
we hear men say now that Democratic principle requires us to
put lumber on the free list.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Texas
yield to the Senator from Montana?

“Mr. BAILEY. Yes, sir. I know what the Senator has in
his hand, but it has no terrors for me,
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Mr. DIXON. I have been very much interested in the Sena-
tor's description of the apparent inconsistencies on this side
of the Chamber, and I am frank enoungh to say, with some
degree of truth, I think. DBut now, as the great expounder of
Democratic doctrine, how does he at this time square his pres-
ent declaration of a tariff for revenue on lumber with that pro-
vigion of the Demoecratic national platform adopted at Denver
last June, which declared:

We demand the immediate repeal of the tariff on. wood
paper, lumber, timber, and logs, and that those articles be
the free list?

Mr. BAILEY. I understand that, just as I do the declara-
tion for free raw materials generally. I utterly refuse to be
bound by it, because it is not a Democratic doctrine, I under-,
stand it was declared by a Democratic convention, butf, Mr.
President, yielding obedience, absolute and implicit obedience,
to any declaration of principles which my party may make—and
when I can not yield that obedience I will withdraw from
membership in it—I yet refuse to allow a set of delegates,
selected by the people absolutely without reference to a ques-
tion of that kind, but selected almost solely with a view to the
candidacies of men, to assemble in a convention and assume the
function of legislators. The business of a national convention
is to declare the principles of the party; and if they are not
willing to trust the Senators and Representatives belonging to
that party to apply those principles according to wise details,
they ought to select some other Senators and Representatives,
and they will have to do it in my case. That is my answer.

Mr, President, the Walker tariff act was the consummate
wisdom of a Democratic Secretary of the Treasury, and perhaps
the greatest Secretary of the Treasury the Democratic party
ever coniributed to the Nation; and I say that, admitting at
the same time that I do not revere his memory. He sat in
this Senate from my native State, whose people honored him
as they would have honored one of their own flesh and blood,
and yet, when that cruel conflict between the sections came, he
bore the commission of the General Government to a foreign
nation and libeled the people of Mississippi. L have not for-
gotten that, and I shall not forget it. But, holding his memory
in abhorrence for that disloyal deed to the people who had
loved, honored, and trusted him, I yet pay him the just and well-
deserved eompliment of saying that the Democratic party has
never contributed to a cabinet created since the foundation of
this Republic an abler man than Robert J. Walker; and, even
among his adversaries, he is esteemed in intellect second only to
Alexander Hamilton among the men who have occupied the high
position of Secretary of the Treasury.

I prefer to accept the doetrine written in a Democratie bill
upon the recommendation of the greatest of Demoeratic Sec-
retaries of the Treasury, written there deliberately after weeks
and months of consideration, than to surrender my judgment
and my conscience to a national convention whose delegates
were not authorized or commissioned to speak upon such mat-
ters of detail. !

More than that, Mr. President, I have the satisfaction in
this case of living up to the Democratic doctrine, without the
suspicion of a desire to serve the people whom I have the
honor in part to represent in this Chamber. It makes no
difference to the people of Texas whether you impose a duty
on lumber or put it on the free list, for freight rates make it
impossible for Canadian imports to affect the price of lumber
in Texas.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the Senator from Texas
¥yield to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. BAILEY. I will

Mr. ALDRICH. I agree with the Senator from Texas in his
admiration of Mr. Robert J. Walker. The Democratic party
have twice since 1846 had the opportunity in the House of Repre-
sentatives to frame a tariff bill. Once they had the control of
both Houses and prepared and passed a tariff bill. Those bills
were as unlike the act of 1846 as the act which is now pending
in this Senate is unlike the first tariff bill passed in 1789,

Mr. BAILEY. That Is true; and there is an explanation for
that, but it would require more time than I now eare to con-
sume in making it, and, besides, it is not relevant.

Mr. President, having said what I did about Mr. Walker, I
think I am required to be a little more specific than I was, I
dismissed him with the statement that he had libeled the people
of my native State who had honored and trusted him, and that
statement needs some qualification. What Mr. Walker did do
was this: As the agent of the Government of the United States
in Great Britain, he told the British people that Jefferson Davis,
once a Senntor here, afterwards, and at the time Mr. Walker
made the misrepresentation, president of the Confederate States,
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had advocated and secured the repudiation of the Mississippi
state debt.

Walker did not have the excuse of ignorance for making that
statement. He knew it was not true. He knew that when that
Mississippi public debt was repudiated Jefferson Davis had not
entered public life. He knew that a part of the time that the
controversy raged Mr. Davis was an officer in the Army of
the United States, from which he resigned; and when the ques-
tion was at its point of decision, Mr. Davis was spending seven
years of retirement in diligent study, in the quiet of his Briar-
field plantation, and took absolutely no part in that controversy.
And yet, with a knowledge of that fact, Mr. Walker, in order
to prevent the sale of confederate securities, represented to the
British people that Mr. Davis was responsible for the repudia-
tion of Mississippi's public debt.

Now, Mr. President, I want to say, and I ean not reiterate it
too often—because no matter how much I reiterate it, it
will be misrepresented—that a Democrat must vote for low
duties which raise revenue and must not vote for high duties to
afford protection. But when I state this Democratic maxim
some shallow-minded men call me a “ protectionist.” They seem
to think that a Democrat must vote for every motion to put any
article on the free list, and when we point to a low rate, a good
revenue, and fortify the low rate and abundant revenue with
the authority of an ideal Democratic tariff act, they still say
we are protectionists.

Mr. President, I would like to see a Democrat of that kind
make a tariff act. What would he do? He would have nine-
tenths of our imports on the free list and one-tenth on the
dutiable list, and the more articles he would put on the free
list the higher he would be compelled to make the duty on
those left on the dutiable list, and it is the sagacity of our
Republican friends, who understand that, which furnishes the
explanation of such a long free list in the pending bill.

For the enlightenment of Democrats and Republicans alike, I
want to show you that the shortest provision in the Walker
tariff act was its first, and one of the shortest was its last sched-
ule. The first was the schedule whose duties reached 100 per
cent, and it was just three lines. I will read them:

Brandy or other spirits distilled from grain, or other materials; cor-
dials, absinthe, arrack, curacoa, kirschwasser, liqueurs, maraschino,
ratafia, and all other spirituous beverages of a similar character.

That was the shortest. Now, except for the provisos, one of
the shortest schedules of that act was its free list, and that free
list was largely confined to articles that were not for sale and
were not bronght into the United States for the purpose of sell-
ing them. And yet, when Mr. Walker was advising Congress
how to construct a tariff act, he advised that if this act, as
then framed, would not raise sufficient revenue, not to put a
higher duty on any of the dutiable articles, but to take some
articles off of the free list and put them on the dutiable list.

The philosophy of that is apparent. The more numerous the
articles on which you lay a duty, the lower we can make the
duty on every article.

To illustrate: Suppose you have 2,000 articles imported, and
you have $300,000,000 of revenue to raise through your custom-
houses. If you place 1,000 articles on the free list, you are com-
pelled to make the other 1,000 articles raise the $300,000,000.
In other words, under a tariff bill so constructed, a thousand
articles must yield $300,000,000; whereas under a tariff bill
where a duty was levied on every imported article, 2,000 articles
would raise the $300,000,000. The more numerous the subjects
of taxation the less onerous the tax can be made on every sub-
ject. That is elementary. That is so plain that the marvel is
that any man has ever misunderstood it.

The free list is not a Demoecratic invention, exeept in rare
instances. The free list is a Republican invention. They under-
stand that by taking the duties off of those articles which they
do not choose to protect, they can make an excuse for laying a
higher duty on those things which they do choose to protect.

Mr. President, the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Crare], at
the conclusion of his very interesting address, indulged in a
burst of generosity. I do not say that in any satirical sense,
because he is both a just and a generous man; and while I
do not agree with him upon the principle which underlies the
construction of a tariff bill, I do pay him the compliment of
saying that I believe he earnestly strives to do what he thinks
is best for all the people. In a burst of generosity the Senator
from Minnesota turned to us and said that there is not a man
on this side who would strike down an American industry; and
he is right. Buf, Mr. President, while no man on this side
would strike down an industry, neither would any man on this
side compel a theusand men to hold up any one man’s industry.
That is our objection to your protective tariff,

Mr. ALDRICH. Will the Senator yield?




2334

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

MaAy 24,

Mr. BAILEY. Certainly.

Mr. ALDRICH. When did the doctrine of free raw material
cease to be a Democratic doctrine?

Mr. BAILEY. When men like myself came into power in the
Demoeratic party.

Mr. ALDRICH. M»ere there any exponents of that doctrine
before the Senator from Texas——

Mr. BAILEY. Ob, yes.

Mr, ALDRICH, Or since, outside of the Senate Chamber?
I have failed to observe them.

Mr. BAILEY. If the Senator from Rhode Island will read
the Democratic platform of 1896 on the tariff question, he will
find the renunciation of the old doctrine. I drew it, and I drew
it with that distinct idea in my mind. E

Mr, ALDRICH. But, Mr. President——

Mr. BAILEY. If the Senator will permit me, one of the
purest and best men who ever occupied a seat in this Chamber,
or who ever served this Republic in any capacity, offered it in
the Democratic platform committee. I drew it at the request
of the late John H. Reagan, who was, in that convention, a
delegate from our State.

Mr. ALDRICH. But Grover Cleveland was still living.

Mr. BAILEY. And did not support the ticket.

‘Mr. ALDRICH. And the galaxy of brilliant men who made
the Democratic party great in his time were then alive, and no
one of them, and no leader of any conspicuous character except
the Senator from Texas, at that time was courageous enough
to say that the Democratic party proposed to abandon the doc-
trine of free raw materials.

Mr. BAILEY. The Senator from Rhode Island surprises me.
About Mr. Cleveland I shall utter no word of censure. He
has accounted in another place for the deeds done in his body,
and, at least until the clods have settled on his grave, he shall
be exempt from my reproaches; but without intending to sug-
gest that he refused to support our party, though our party
had three times supported him, the Senator from Rhode Island
is not unmindful of the fact that Mr. Cleveland and the
brilliant men who, he says, made the Democratic party, did
not then support the Demoecratic ticket, and it was not merely
on the money question, about which many men honestly differed,
but it was also on the tariff question; because, while speaking
in the name of Democracy, they spoke against the Demoecratic
party and denounced us for having abandoned the Democratic
attitude on the tariff question as well as for having assumed a
false attitude on the financial question.

Mr. ALDRICH. There was one man who at that time was
even perhaps more conspicuous in Democratic ecircles than Mr.
Cleveland—>Mr. William J. Bryan. He was then, as he is now,
so far as we can judge by his platforms and his doctrines, in
favor of free raw materials.

Mr. BAILEY. If that was true, it would not convince me,.
It is true that Mr. Bryan came into Congress under Mr. Cleve-
land’s administration; or rather, Mr. Bryan was serving his
second term when Mr. Cleveland was inaugurated the second
time. It is true, and we make no concealment of if, as we make
no explanation of it, except to state the fact, that at that time
the Democratic party did advoeate the doectrine of free raw ma-
terials. The Democratic party did not, as a party, believe in it.
It was a matter of expediency with nearly all of them. In our
southern country we were told that if we would agree to take
all the burden off of the manufacturer's raw material he would
agree to relieve us from some of the burdens imposed upon us
when we purchased his finished product; and to that proposi-
tion we yielded our support; but it never convinced our judg-
ment,

It was not only an absurdity, but it was the grossest ab-
surdity that any set of men ever attempted to impose on any
other set of men in the history of American politics. Think of
it. For a hundred years the Democratic party had denounced
protection as a special favor to manufacturers; for a hundred
years the Democratic party had denounced the manufacturers
as the advocates and beneficiaries of an unjust system of taxa-
tion; and yet, all at once, by some mysterious and unexplained
and unexplainable power, we were persuaded fo change our at-
titude and to solemnly announce that we would give the bene-
ficiaries of the protective tariff the benefit of free trade. De-
nouncing protection as a robbery of the many for the enrich-
ment of the few, denouncing it as a system of special favor,
we were persuaded to agree that the very beneficiaries of pro-
tection in what they sold should be the only people in the
United States to enjoy the advantage of free trade in what
they bought. There never was anything more absurd and unjust.
It was indefensible then; it is indefensible now; and in my
judgment no real Democrat will ever again attempt to defend
it as a policy of the Democratic party.

That men make mistakes I grant you. But I have the candor
to repudiate in express and unequivocal language the mistakes
which my Democratic predecessors have made, and it is a pity
that the Senator from Rhode Island does not imitate my ex-
ample.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Texas
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. BAILEY. When I finish the Senator will probably see
the point. I have an income-tax amendment pending to this
bill. The Republican party passed the first income-tax law.
It passed it, I grant you, in a time of war, but it passed it
when the Government of the United States was spending less
money than it is spending to-day in these piping times of peace.
Now, when they came to repeal it, in time of peace, the most
distinguished Republicans resisted its repeal and declared that
it was a sound and philosophic method of taxation. Why do
you not say they were wrong, or else vote like they voted?

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Texas
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. BAILEY. I do.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Republican party, charged with the
greatest responsibility ever placed upon any party, imposed, un-
der the stress of those days, many onerous taxes. That con-
stitutes, in my judgment, no reason why we should reimpose
onerous duties at this moment.

Mr. BATLEY. That answer would suffice if we did not have
an onerous government to support. But the Senator from
Ithode Island can not forget that with eighty years of history
behind us—eighty glorious years; eighty years of peace, con-
tentment, and marvelous progress—when the rude alarm of
that great war called this country to arms, the expenditures
of the Federal Government were only about $60,000,000—a
frugal government; a happy people, of simple tastes and hab-
its—and we were expending the sum, then sufficient, now con-
sidered paltry, of $60,000,000. Eighty years we lived, we pros-
pered, we were honored abroad and content at home, and yet
the expenditures for the federal administration took but
$60,000,000 from the energles and from the savings of the
American people.

In these last fifty years or less we have multiplied that ex-
penditure from $60,000,000 to $600,000,000, and, not content with
that wasteful extravagance, we have now multiplied six hundred
million by almost two. .

As against the $60,000,000 which the Government was spend-
ing in 1861 we have a burden now of more than a billion every
year, and yet the Senator from Rhode Island seems to forget
that a burden can be as great in time of peace as it is in time
of war. Who would have prophesied that the Republican party,
born in a protest against what it called the arrogance and
wealth of a class, would ever have so forgotten its primitive
lessons that now its great leaders stand here and denounce
those of us, or, if they do not denounce us, they denounce our
protestations against this modern extravagance?

If the Senator from Rhode Island will go back to the earlier
and the better, the simpler, and happier days of this Republic
and retrench these expenses, I will agree to withdraw the
income-tax proposition. In other words, if he will lift the
burden under which the toiling and consuming masses are
stooping to-day, I will not quarrel with him about how he lifts
it. I protest against the injustice which lays upon the people
who toil, and who teoil, thank God, without much complaint,
this enormous burden of a billion dollars every year.

Mr. President, if you will add what our towns, our cities,
our counties, and our States are spending to the stupendous
sum which the Federal Government is spending, it amounts to
more than the value of our cotton and our wheat and our corn
crops all combined. This vast sum would be too much for any
kind of a government, and for the kind which you are now giving
the people it is a criminal waste.

Let the Senator from Rhode Island and those associated with
him in responsibility for this administration reduce this burden
until the people can bear it without subtracting from their com- .
fort and their happiness, and I will join him. But unless they
retrench the expenditures until they shall reach a point where
the people can endure them without serious inconvenience, I
shall insist to-day and to-morrow and all the to-morrows that
come, a8 long as I have the honor to remain a Senator, until
an income tax is adopted as a part of our fiscal policy; and it
will be advocated within the next ten years by Senators who
will vote against it in this Congress.

Why, sir, the very argument—and I violate nobody’s confi-
dence when I say that—with which they are seeking now to
persuade Republican Senators to vote against the income-tax
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amendment is that they will try this bill, and if it does not raise
revenue enoungh, they will have an income tax of their own,
To some Senators they say they will frame a law agreeable to
the opinion of the Supreme Court, but they select their man
when they make that statement. They never make that to a
lawyer who is entitled to a license to practice in any court,
because there is not a lawyer in America entitled to admission
to the bar who does not know that it is impossible to frame a
law conforming to the decision of that court which could pass
the Senate or any other body of sensible men that you could
assemble in the United ‘States; for the only law that would
conform to the decision of that court would be a law that ex-
empts the incomes arising from colossal fortunes and taxes
only the incomes that arise from the exercise of brain and
muscle. A good many people would escape the tax if it were
laid on the exercise of brain who would have to pay it if it is
lIaid on the income of property.

I am anxious for the vote, because I want to see how much
progress they have made with that kind of persuasion. I do
not call it an argument, for it is not an argument. When this
measure was first introduced, we had a clear majority for an
income tax. A vote will disclose if that majority has been
converted into a minority. I am eager to see whether that is
true, and the country wants to learn the truth.

8o anxious am I, Mr. President, to know the result that I
now ask unanimous consent that the Senate vote on the income-
‘t]ax amendment to the tariff bill before it adjourns on Thurs-

ay next.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Texas asks
unanimous consent that on Thursday next a vote be taken on
the income-tax amendment.

Mr. ALDRICH. I have already suggested geveral times in
the hearing of the Senator from Texas that I shall object
to fixing any time for a vote upon the income tax or any of the
other provisions of the bill until we can agree to take a final
vote on the bill itself.

Mr. BATILEY. That is unreasonable. I am perfectly willing
myself for the Senator to have a vote on his bill. I interpose no
objection, and I only ask that I may have a vote on my amend-
ment. When the vote is taken on my amendment, I will not
object to the Senator’s request for a vote on his bill; and if
Senators on that side object, he can apply his discipline.

Mr. ALDRICH. I am in hopes that within a very short time
we can get a general agreement, which will include everybody
on] *both sides of the Chamber, for fixing a time to vote on the
bill. 41

Mr. CLAPP. I wish to remind the Senator from Texas that
the only time it came to the point of an objection, if I remember
correctly, the objection came from his side.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from Virginia [Mr. DANIEL]
objected.

Mr. BAILEY. There was an objection before that on your
side.

Mr. ALDRICH. I will compromise with the Senator from
Texas by taking a vote on the pending amendment now, if that
will be agreeable to him.

Mr. BAILEY. I want to give notice to this effect, that just
as =goon as the pending amendment is disposed of I shall offer
the income-tax amendment. I give that notice in fairness and in
Justice to everybody, so that all Senators may know. Of course
the better place for it would be at the conclusion of the bill. It
could then be sectionized. But that is a mere matter of form
and unimportant, because in the conference committee they ean
transpose it and insert it at the end of the bill, with the sections
numbered without any trouble.

Mr. ALDRICH. We are now considering the dutiable list of
the tariff, and I will assume that the Senate will not proceed to
the consideration of a provision which is entirely foreign to that.
I assume they will not.

Mr. BAILEY. Of course the Senator means to say by that
that he will make a point of order that it is not germane.

Mr. ALDRICH. No; I will ask the friends of the bill, who
are considering the bill by paragraphs, to go on with the con-
sideration and not take up any extraneous matter.

Mr. BATLEY, I have agreed time and again, and every
Senator on this side has agreed, that for the convenience of
those in charge of the bill they might pass provisions, and they
have gone from the first to the last, and then back to the first
and then to the middle. All that has been done by eommon
agreement, by nunanimous consent, nobody attempting to impede
it, nobody attempting to waste any time. ‘

This matter must be voted on. I want to say, furthermore,
and I say it so that everybody can understand it, the distin-
guished Senator from Towa [Mr. CommiInNs] has also an income-
tax amendment. If we can not adopt one, we shall try to adopt

the other. If we can so arrange the provisions of one as to be
acceptable to all friends of an income tax, we will do that. If
we can not do that, then we will do the best we can in that
direction.

If the Senator from Rhode Island will withhold his objec-
tion and allow us to take a vote on my amendment on Thurs-
day, I think undoubtedly he will expedite the consideration of
his own measure, Somebody else can object. I give notice to
the Senator from Rhode Island now that if he objects to my re-
quest I will object every time he prefers a request to fix a day
to vote on the bill. I do not make that as a threat, but I simply
say that we are going to fix a time for a vote on this amend-
ment before we will ever fix a time for a vote on the bill, I
say, besides that, I will not couple them again. The Senator
from Rhode Island will permit me to vote on this amendment
before he ever gets unanimous consent to vote on his bill
That is the orderly way, and I hope the Senator will not in-
terpose an objection.

Mr. McCUMBER. I wish to amend my amendment so that
it will be limited somewhat. I move to strike out all after the
word ‘“measure,” in line 8, page 69, paragraph 197, down to
and including the rest of the paragraph. That simply leaves
the paragraph read:

Sawed boards, planks, deals, and other lumber of white wood, syca-
more, and basswood, 50 cents per thousand feet, board measure.

It leaves in all of the other schedules except the part of para-
graph 197 following the word “ measure; ” for instance, it leaves
in paragraphs 199 and 200, paving posts and so forth; para-
graph 201, clapboards; paragraph 202, hubs for wheels and so
forth; and it also leaves in laths, pickets, and shingles.

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask that a vote be taken by yeas and nays
on this amendment,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment proposed by .the Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. McCUMBER. I offer it as a substitute for the former
amendment. :

Mr. ALDRICH. There is no objection, I take it, to the Sena-
tor modifying his own amendment.

Mr. McCUMBER. Very well; I withdraw the other amend-
ment and substitute this amendment for it.

Mr. STONE. I ask that the amendment be read.

The Secretary. Instead of striking out all of paragraph 197,
it is proposed to strike out all of the paragraph after the word
‘“ measure,” in line 8——

Mr. McCUMBER. I am not affecting anything now but para-
graph 197. I move to strike out all of paragraph 197, after
the word “ measure,” in line 8

Mr. DANIEL. I ask that the words proposed to be stricken
out be read.

Mr. ALDRICH. The effect of the amendment, I understand,
is to put rough lumber and finished lumber on the free list.

Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama. I have a substitute that I de-
sire to offer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Alabama
offers an amendment to the pending amendment.

Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama. I offer as a substitute what T
send to the desk.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Is the amendment in order?

Mr. GALLINGER. Certainly, it s in order.

Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama. It is not an amendment to o
committee amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair understands that it
is a substitute for the amendment of the Senator from North
Dakota.

Mr. ALDRICH. Which is an amendment to the provision of
the House.

Mr, BEVERIDGE. And not an amendment to the committes
amendment?

Mr. ALDRICH. It is not.

Mr. CULLOM. It is in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment’ proposed by
the Senator from Alabama will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The SECRETARY,
following :

Nothing contained in this act

It is proposed to insert as a substitute the

shall prevent the admission free
duty of the following articles: Lumber of all kinds, laths, shin le‘g
doors, and door locks and hinges, window frames, window sashes, bricks,
lime, cement, slate roofing, na{la, carpenter’s tools, common window
glgjsge 1}01: ;xceedlng 16 by 24 inches, tin plate for roofs, linseed oll, and
W ead.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment proposed by the Senator from Alabama [Mr. JouNsTox]

to the amendment proposed by the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. McCuMEBER],
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Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama. Mr. President, T merely want
to say that I suppose every Senator on this floor recognizes
how important it is that our people should be enabled to make
their homes. If we counld have every family in the United
States in possession of their own homes in.fee simple, we would
have the best security for peace and good order that could be
obtained.

I propose in this substitute to put other articles than lum-
ber on the free list, articles that go into the making of a
home. I shall not detain the Senate or prevent the Senate
from taking a vote, but I will ask leave to print in the
Ilecorp a table of the duty on the articles suggested by the
amendment to be placed on the free list. It was prepared by
experts,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the absence of objection,
the matter referred to by the Senator from Alabama will be
printed in the Recorp,

The matter referred to is as follows:

Tariff on house materials for frame housc—average ad valorem rates
under the Dingley law in 1997 compared icith the Aldrich bill.

Average ad va-
Paragraph. | . Ratesofduty.| =)o o rate.
Artiele.
Al- |Ding- Ding-| Al | Ding- Al-
drich.| ley. ley. | drich.| ley. | drieh.
Per et.| Per ct.
197 | 195 | Lumber, per M feet .. $2.00 | §1.00 | 11.75 5.88
Lumber, planed, tongued, and
grooved, per M feet ... ... $3.50 | $2.50 | 19.10 11.46
201 | 199 | Clapboards, per M feet__ g.tﬂ $1.00 5.99 3.98
203 201 | Laths, per M pieces.-....... .25 | 80.20 9.63 7.60
205 | 203 | Shingles, per M. . ... $0.80 | $0.80 | 18.77 13.77
211 | 208 | Manufactures: Doors,
frames, ete., per cent. 35 35 | 35.00 85.00
107 | 113 | Window sash, glass of chief walue,
| i R R e 45 45 45.00 45.00
82 87 | Brick, pereent oo ___ 25 25| 25.00 25.00
Brick, glazed or enameled, per cent. 45 4 | 45.00 45.00
Brick, ginzed tiles, per square foot_ | $0.08 | $0.08 | 46.57 46.37
85 90 | Lime, per 100 pounds, weight of
barrels ineluded. . ... . ..o oeoeaa- $0.05 | $0.05 | 20.55 20.55
84 89 | Cement, per 100 pounds, weight of
barrels Ineluded. - ..o oo $0.08 | $0.08 | 25.25 25.25
112 | 117 | Stone, execept marble, per cubic
o) S i e R S $0.12 | $0.12 | 23.51 23.51
118 | Stone, hewn, dressed, or polished,
pemnt ool £ 50 50 | 60,00 50.00
115 | 120 | Slate rooflng, per cent 20 20 | 20.00 20.00
160 | 162 | Nails, wire, per pound........ $0.004| $0.00}| 25.00 12.50
167 | 160 | Serews, 1to 2 inches, per poun $0.06 | $0.05 | 383.64 28,04
195 | 198 | Tools, earpenter, ete., per cent 45 45 45.00 45.00
166 | 168 | SBaws, hand, pereant. ... .. 3 30 25 | 80.00 25.00
97 | 101 | Glass, common window, not ex-
ceeding 16 by 24 inches, per
o P e S EE R $0.01F| $0.01F 71.50 71.59
100 | 104 | Plate glass, cast, polished, fin-
ished or unfinished, not ex-
ceeding 24 by 30 inches, per
sgquarsfoot: oo o il $0.10 | $0.124| 40.25
180 | 182 | Above 24 by 30 inches and not ex-
ceeding 24 by 60, per foot.._____ 20. $0.223 18 81.73
145 | 147 | Lead, sheets, pipe, etc., per pound.| §0.02%} $0.02} .99 48.99
195 | 193 | Bathtubs, ete., article composed
159 wholly or in part of steel, in-
cluding plumbers’ supplies and
pumps, pereent. .. ..o eaan 40 45 40.00 45.00
128 | 134 | Tin plate for roofs, gutters, ete.,
POL POV s 2 v ot s we iy i b s @.ME 80.01% 46.25 82.89
51 56 | White lead, per pound.__. $0.625' $0.02 46.13 46.13
49 53 | Varnish, spirit, per gallon °%1.32 | (¥) | 104.23 85.00
38 87 | Linseed oil, per gallon.._. g.m $0.15 | 49.67 87.2
411 | 402 | Paper, bangings, percent_.__.__..__ 25 25 | 25.00 25.00
403 | 2394 | Sheathing paper and roofing felt,
DRI e 10 10 | 10,00 10,00

@ And 85 per cent.

b 35 per cent.

Average Aldrich rate on all lumber, and manufactures of, for frame house,
17.55 per cent ad valorem.

Average Aldrich rate on all brick, stone, ete., 29.46 per cent ad valorem.

Average Aldrich rate on all nails, hardware, ete., 32.63 per cent ad valorem.

Average Aldrich rate on glass for frame house, 71.70 per cent ad valorem.

Average Aldrieh rate on plumbers’ supplies used for frame house, 35.96 per
cent ad valorem.

Average Aldrich rate on paints and varnish used for frame house, 39.46 per
eent ad valorem.

Average Aldrieh rate on paper hangings, ete.,, used for frame house, 17.50
per cent ad valorem. a

Recapitulation of average rates on— Per cent
tfsumber, and manufactures of 17. 55
Brick, stone, ete__ e 29. 46
Nails, hardware 32. 63
CHERN =i ot S e L 71.70
Plumbers’ supplles_ o o e 5. 96
Paints, oils, and varnishes____ ———— 30.48

‘Wall paper, sheathing paper, cte 17.
NOTES ON BUILDING MATERIALS USED IN FRAME HOUSES.

Only about 2 per cent of the federal customs revenue is derived from
such material, the large tax on homes is therefore not justified by the
little revenue produced.

The great advance in the price of building materials since the Dingley
law went into effect has produced a great reduction in the ad valorem
rate of duty on articles entered under a speecific duty-—for instance, on
sawed lumber (under the general tariff) the duty is $2 per thousand.
In 1895 the value of this class of lumber was valued by the government
appraisers at $8.97 per thousand, and the ad valorem rate of duty was
equal to 22.29 per cent. In 1907 the valuation was 17.02 per thousand
feet, equal to an ad valorem rate of duty of 11.75. Thus all the specific
duties have been reduced by the advance in values.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment offered by the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
JounsToN] as a substitute for the amendment of the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. MocCuMBER]. [

Mr. BEVERIDGE and Mr. OVERMAN demanded the yeas
and nays, and they were ordered.

The Secretary called the roll.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. My colleague [Mr. Bourne] is paired
with the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. OWEN].

Mr. BURROWS. I desire to state that my colleague [Mr.
Sumrrra of Michigan] is paired with the junior Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. McLavrix]. If my colleague were present, he
would vote ‘“ nay.”

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina (after having voted in the
affirmative). I overlooked the fact that I am paired with the
senior Senator frem Wyoming [Mr. Wagrgex]. I therefore with-
draw my vote.

Mr. MONEY. My colleague [Mr. McLAURIN] is necessarily
absent from the Senate. He is paired with the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. SmiTH].

The result was announced:

yeas 13, nays 64, as follows:

YEAS—13,
Bacon Frazler Overman Tillman
Bankhead Gore Paynter
Clage Hughes Rayner
Culberson Johnston, Ala. Taylor

NAYS—64.
Aldrich Crane Frye Nixon
Beverldge Crawford Gallinger Oliver
Borah Cullom Gamble Page
Bradley Cummins Guggenhelm Penrose
Brandegee Curtis Hale P'erkins
Briggs Daniel Heyburn Plles
Bristow Depew Johnson, N. Dak. Root
Brown Dick - Jones Scott
Burkett Dillingham Kean Shively
Burnham Dixon La Follette Simmons
Burrows Dalliver Lodge Smith, Md.
Burton du Pont McCumber Smoot
Carter Elkins MeEnery Stephenson
Chamberlain Fletcher Martin Sutherland
Clap Flint Money Warner
Clm-!f. Wyo. Foster Nelson Wetmore

NOT VOTING—14.

Bailey Davis Richardson Taliaferro
Bourne McLaurin Smith, Mich, Warren
Bulkeley Newlands) Smith, 8. C.
Clarke, Ark. Owen Stone

So the amendment of Mr. JorxsTox of Alabama to the amend-
ment was rejected. .
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The guestion recurs on the
amendment of the Senator from North Dakota [Mr, McCuMBER].

Mr. McCUMBER. On that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I ask that the words proposed
to be stricken out may be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Virginia re-
quests that the words proposed to be stricken out be read. The
Secretary will read as requested.

The SECRETARY. On page 69, line 8, after the word “ meas-
ure,” it is proposed to strike out the remainder of paragraph 197
in the following words: ;

Sawed lumber, not specially provided for in this section, $1 per
1,000) feet board measure; but when lumber of any sort is planed or
finished, in addition to the rates herein {lrovlded. there shall be levied
and id for each side so planed or finished, 50 cents per 1,000 feet
linard measure; and if planed on one side and tongued and grooved,
%1 per 1,000 feet board measure; and if planed on two sides and
tongued and grooved, $1.50 r 1,000 feet board measure; and in
estimating board measure under this schedule no deduction shall be
made on %oard measare on account of planing, tonguing, and grooving.

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina (when his name was called).
As I have previously announced, I am paired with the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. WarreN], and therefore I withhold my
vote. If he were present, I would vote “ yea.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. My colleague [Mr. WARREN] is
unavoidably absent from the Chamber. If he were preseni, he
would vote “ nay.”

Mr. BURROWS. I again announce the pair of my colleague
[Mr. Smrra of Michigan] with the junior Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. McLaumrin]. My colleague also desires me o
state, as he is necessarily absent from the Senate, that if
present he would vote “ nay.”
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Mr. MONEY. My colleague [Mr. McLAURIN] is absent on
account of sickness in his family. If he were here, he would
vote “nay.” He is paired with the junior Senator from
Michigan [Mr. SyiTH].

The result was announced—yeas 25, nays 56, as follows:

YEAS—25.
Beveridge Crawford Gore Paynter
Bristow Culberson Hughes Rayner
Brown Cummins Johnson, N. Dak. Shively
Burkett Curtis La Follette Btone
Burton du I"ont McCumber
Clapp Frazier Nelson
Clay Gamble Newlands

NAYS—56.
Aldrich Cullom Hale Perkins
Bacon Danlel Heyburn Plles
Balile, Depew Johnston, Ala. Root
Bankhead Dick Jones Beott
Borah Dillingham Kean Simmons
Bradley Dixon I.-odge Smith, Md.
Brandegee Dolliver AcEnery Smoot
Briggs Elkins Martin Stephenson
Burnham Fletcher Money Sutherland
Burrows Flint Nixon Taliaferro 0
Carter Foster Oliver Taylor
Chamberlain l-‘r{e Overman Tillman
Clark, Wyo. Gallinger Page Warner
Crane Guggenheim Penrose Wetmore

NOT VOTING—10.

Bourne Davis Richardson Warren
Bulkeley McLaurin Smith, Mich.
Clarke, Ark. Owen Smith, 8. C.

So Mr. McCumper's amendment was rejected.

Mr. ALDRICH. I move that the Senate adjourn.

Mr. OVERMAN. I ask the Senator if he will not withhold
that motion and let us have an executive session?

Mr. ALDRICH. It is late, and I think the Senator had bet-
ter let that go over until to-morrow.

Mr. CULLOM. Yes; let it go over until to-morrow.

Mr. OVERMAN. Very well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the motion
of the Senator from Rhode Island.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 38 minutes
p. m,) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, May 25,
1909, at 10 o'clock a. m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Moxpay, May 24, 1909.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N, Couden, D, D.

THE JOURNAL.

The Clerk began the reading of the Journal of the proceed-
ings of Thursday, May 20.

Mr. MACON. Mr, Speaker—— (

The SPEAKER., Without objection, the—for what purpose
does the gentleman rise?

Mr. MACON. Mr. Speaker, I have been trying to get the
Speaker’s ear for a moment. For the approval of the Journal
of the important things that occurred on the last legislative day
of the House we ought to have a quorum present, and for that
reason I make the point that there is not a quorum present.

The SPEAKER. The Journal has not yet been read.

Mr. MACON. I make the point at this time, Mr. Speaker,
because I‘think there ought to be a quorum present before we
approve the Journal of the last legislative day. I think we
ought to have a quorum present before it is read even.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Arkansas makes the
point that there is no gquorum present. The Chair will count.
[After counting.] The Chair is unable to count more than 175.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York moves a
call of the House.

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. Mr, Speaker, a parliamentary
inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, will the House
on this call be called upon to vote on the approval of the
Journal?

The SPEAKER. The Journal has not even been read, and
the gentleman from Arkansas makes the point that there is no
quorum present. The Doorkeeper will close the doors.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, a parlinmentary in-

uiry.
4 Tl{e SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I would ask the Chair if the Chair
was net putting the usual formula that the Journal be adopted,

XLIV——147

provided nobody objected? Does not that imply that the Jour-
nal had been read?

The SPEAKER. The Chair was under the impression that
the reading of the Journal had been completed, but finds, on
inguiry from the Clerk, that he had not finished the reading
of the Journal; and pending the reading of the Journal the gen-
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. Macon] made the point of order
that a quorum was not present. Now, that point having been
made, no action can be had in the absence of a quorum, save
alone to try to get a quorum on the one hand or to adjourn on
the other.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The reason of my inquiry is that
it was my understanding that the Chair was in the act of put-
ting the usual formula as to adopting the Journal, if nobody
objected, when the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Macox] im-
pinged on the same,

The SPEAKER. The Chair was stating the question, but
supposed that the Clerk had concluded the reading of the Jour-
nal; but the Chair is informed that the Clerk had not, and the
point of the gentleman was made pending the reading of the
Journal. The Chair could only find 175 Members present, and
the gentleman from New York [Mr. PAY~NE] moved the ecall of
the House, which motion is in order; and the Chair, under the
rule, has directed the doors to be closed and is about to ask the
Clerk to call the roll.

The Clerk thereupon proceeded to call the roll, when the
following-named Members failed to answer to their names,
viz:

Adamson Denver Hubbard, Iowa  O'Connell
Allen Diekema Hughes, N, J. Olmsted
Ames Dixon, Ind. Hughes, W. Va. Page
Anderson . Dodds James Palmer, A, M.
Andrus Draper Johnson, Kgi Palmer, H. W.
Anthony Driscoll, D. A, Johnson, Ohio Perkins
Ashbrook Driscoll, M. E. Johnson, B. C. Peters
Barnhart Durey Kahn - Poindexter
Bartholdt Edwards, Ga. Keifer Pray
Bartlett, Nev. Edwards, Ky. Kendall Pujo
, Tex, Elvins Kennedy, ITowa  Reeder

Bell, Ga. Esch Kinkead, N. J. Reid
Bennet, N. Y. Fairchild Kitehin Reynolds
Bennett, Ky. Ferris Knapp hinock
Bingham Fish Korbly Richardson
Booher Flood, Va. ean Riordan
Boutell Foelker Langham Robinson
Bowers Fornes Langley Rothermel
Brantley Foster, Vt, Law Rucker, Colo.
Broussard Foulkrod Lindsay Babath
Brownlow Fowler Lorimer Saunders
Burke, Pa. Fuller Lovering Beott
Burke, 8. Dak. Gallagher Lowden Shackleford
Burleigh Gardner, Mass. Lundin Bherwood
Burnett Garner, 'a. cCall Simmons
Byrd Gill, Md. McGuire, Okla. Slem
Calder Gill, Mo, McHenry Smal
Cantrill Gillett McKinlay, Cal.  Smith, Towa
Capron ilmore McKinley, I1l. nap,
Carlin Godwin McKinney Bouthwick
Carter Goldfogle MecLachlan, Cal. Sparkman
Chapman Good McLaughlin, Mich.Steenerson
Clayton Gordon McMorran . Sterling
Cocks, N. Y. Goulden Madden Stevens, Minn,
Conry Graham, I11. Malby Sulzer
Cook Graham, Pa. Mann Tawney
Cooper, Pa. Greene Martin, 8. Dak. Taylor, Ala,
Coudre Griest Miller, Kans. Washburn
Covlnéqn Griggs Miller, Minn. Webb
Cox, Ohio Gronna Millington Weeks
Cravens Hamill Mondell @

row Hanna Moon, Pa. Wheeler
Crumpacker Hard Moore, Tex, Willett
Currler Harrison Morrison Wilson, Pa.
Davidson Haugen Morse Woodyard
Dawson Hitcheock Mudd Young, Mich,
De Armond Hobson Norris Young, N. Y.

nt Howell, Utah Nye

The SPEAKER. One hundred and ninety-seven Members

have answered to their names on this call.

A quorum.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with further
proceedings under the call.
The motion was agreed to.
The SPEAKER. The doors will be opened; the Clerk will
read the Journal.
The Journal of the proceedings of Thursday last was read

and approved.

follows :

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.
By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as

To Mr. Kxarp, indefinitely, on account of sickness in family.
To Mr, Bartrerr of Nevada, for one week, on account of

sickness,

To Mr. McKinrLAy of California, for one week, on account of

sickness.

To Mr. McMogrrAN, indefinitely, on account of important busi-
ness and sickness.
To Mr. REEDER, for two weeks, on account of illness.




		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-10-23T12:01:53-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




